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PREFACE ’

» The.data an& analyses presented in this report are from tre first
(1980) wave of the National Center for Education Statistics study, High School
and Beyondt a longitudinal study of U.S. high school seniors and sophomores.
This study was conducted for NCES by the Natiénal Opinion Research Center at
the University of Chigago.

A detailec report oﬁ sanple design and sampling errors, High School

and Beyond: Sample Design Report, is available, so the sample will be

deszg}bed only briefly here. The sample was a :Yo-stage stratified
probability sample with schools within a stratum drawm with a probability
proportional to thelr size. Once a school was selected, up to 36 sophomores
and 36 seniots ‘'were drawn randomly from the students enroliled in each selected
school. -

SeQetal special strata were included in the sample design. Schools in
these special strata were selected with probabilities higher than those for
schools in regular strata to allow for special study of certain types of

schools or students. The following kinds of schools were oversample.:

* Public schools with high proportions of Hispanic (Cuban, Puerto
Rican, and Mexican) students.

Catholic schools with high proportions of minority grbup students.
Public alternative schools.

Private schools with high proportions of National Merit ucholarship
finalists.

Sibstitutions were made for noncooperating schools in those strata where 1it:

was possible. Out of 1,122 possitle schools, students at 1,015 schools and

?

schonl administrators from 988 schools filled out questionnaires.
In many schools the actual number 9f seniors and sophomores was less

than the target number for several reagons. First, in some schools fewer than
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the number 36 sophomores or 36 seniors were enrolled. This reduced the number

of eligible students from 73,080 (72 students in each of 1,015 schools) to
69,662. §écond, 8,278 students were absent on the survey date. Thiczd, 1,982
students, or in some cases their parents, declined to participate, exercising
their right in a voluntary surve&. Substitutions were not made for non-
cooperating students. Finally, 1,132 cases were deleted_because they
contained only very incomplete information. Thus, data are a;;ilable‘for
30,030 sophomores and 28,240 seniors. Thi; reprgsents.a completion rate of R4
percent: 58,270 out of the 69,662 eligible students. 1In additign to the
students in the regular sample, data were;collected from friends and twins of
participating students. ‘ .
Weights were calculated to reflect differential probabilities of
sample selectioh and to adjust for non;esponse. Using appropriate weights

yields estimates for hjgh school sophomores and seniors in the United States

and separate estimates for schools or students classified in various ways,

5

3

such as by geographical regiot or school type.

Informatioq of severai sorts was obtained in the sufvey. $tudents
completed questionnaires of about one hour in length, and took a battery of
tests with a total testing time of bout one and one-half hours. Schooi
officials completed questionnaires covering items of information 2“out the
sehools. Finally, teachers gave their perceptions of specified
characteristics of students in the sample whom they had had in class, to
provide information beyond the students' own reports about themselves.

This report is one of several analyzing Hiéh School and Beyond base
year survey data. The study was designed to be relevant both to many policy

issues and to many fundamental questions concerning youth development and

educatiohal institutions. It is intended to be analyzed by a wide range of
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users, from those with Ilmmediate policy concerns to those with interests in
;oté fundamentai or‘long-r;nge questions.

As succeeding waves of data on a subzample of'\égﬁe students become
available (at apptoximatelx two~year intesyéi:iz the richness of the dataset,
and the scope of questions that cau be/;f;died through it, will expand. In
addition, use of the data in conjunction with NCES's study of the cohort of
1972 seniors (also available frcm NCES), for which data at five time points
. are now avaflabie, enrichea the set of questions that can be studied.

The data are available on computer tape for a nominal fee from:
Statistical Information Office
National Center for Education Statistics
1001 Presidential Building
400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washingtoa, D.C. 20202
Phone: (202) 436-7900 ] )

hY
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 1

« ’

"One of the emerging policy questions in American educatior in

+
- +

recent years has been the question of the role thas‘private schools .

should” play. Although any amswer to this question depends in part on
- N o

values, it alsd depends bn facts. Firet, how well do public and private
. . A ¢
schools work for children? Are private schools d.visive, ’and, if so,
 along what lines? Are private schools mcre easily managed than Public

,schools, and, if so, why? . L

. Recent policy discussions concerning private schools in .the

-

United States have included both proposa%g that would in&reaas their

role in American education and proposals that would decrease théir role. o,

-

As aa example of ‘the latter, ibshis been proposed ghaé privagf schools

neet a rﬁcial compesition criterion in order to maintain taxrexeppt status,

On the other side, there have beed’pnoposals for tuitién tax credits

for private schools, and, at the state leve], proposals'for educational

N )

14

vouchers.
These policy péoposa}s are based in:part on assumptions about l "}a

the current rq‘fs and current -functioning of public and brivate schools.

-

in America. The report is intended o provide evidence.relevant to

such proposals. y
- : - ’ ) -
Using data collected ir the firdt wave of the ‘Wational-Center

. ) -~
for Education Statistics study, HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND, the report covers

four major aress of_interest in the public and private schooling issue:' ‘J//
- S )

*

student compositi.n within the public and private sectors (chapter 3),

- ‘resources available in these schools (chapter 4), the functioniﬁg of
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evidence i3 subject to

parental background,

achieveuent.

chapter (8)

-4

(chapter 6)

-

¥ 4

these schools (;hapter 5), and the outcomes for students in the schools

i
The responses in 1980 from representative samples of approxi-

k

mately 58,000 sophomore and senior students 11 1.015 public and private
secondary schools, as well as their recpective school officials, are
v

used In the analysis. Catholic schools, which comstitute dbout two=
compared to public schools in the raport

thirds of the total pri ite sector, and other private schools are separately
in the United States.

7 . )

suzmary of our relevant findings.

1.

Listed below age a numbcr of the premises underlying policy
1

i
ptoposals that would increase or decrease the role of private education

Following each of these assumptions is a brief

is that privare schools go produca
schoois.

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role‘gg.Pf

Private schools produce betrer cognitive
schools (chaptlr 6)

The evidcnce

controlled, students

rivate schools

.
oLtcomes than do public
from chapter 6 supplemented by evidenca from chapter 7,
better cognitive outcomes than public &
the sophomore

when family backgroydd factors that predict achievement are
achieve at a higher level than students in public schools.
’

»

in both Catholic and other private schools are showm to

private schools, ranged from about a fifck

-

a

-

level, which was greater for Catholic schools than for ocher
about two-thirds the size of that gain (i.e.,
]

The differmnce at
year's flfference to something more than ome

of the sophomore~senior gain to
caveat

A\

from a little less than half a
year's difference)

.

despite extensive statistical controls on
self-selection into che private sactor that are associated with higher
™

This
there may very well be other ummeasured factors in the
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3

. We examined gains from the sophomore to the senior year in the three

sectors, we introduced three differihg sets of assumptions for examining this
- 4

A ~ \

§rowth, to get a range of estimates. Two Sets of assumptions probably favor
the pub}ic sector and one probably favors the private sectors. Under all sets
of assumpgi;ns, ;cﬁievement growth was greater in both private sectors than in
the public sector except for reading in the’ Catholic schools, which gave

» different resuits under different assumptions.

An importa;t supplement to all these results is found in the high-
performance public and private schools. Performance was much higher in both of
these sets of schools than in any of the three sectors (section 6.1), although
these schools cdigld not be separately studied in the extended analysis of
section 6.2 because of ceiling effects in achievement scores.

2. Private schools provide better character and personality
development than do public schools (chapter 5).

Little evidence on character and personality development was provided
in this report. Students in other private schools show slightly higher levels
of self-esteem as sophomores and higher gains from the sophomqre to senior
year in fate control than séudents in public or Catholic schools. The in- .
fereﬂ%e\that there 1s greater growth on both these dimensions in other nrivate
schooisris strengthened by the fact that students in high-performance private
schools showed even higher levels as sophomores, and similarly high sophomure-
. senior gains, while students in high-performance public schools did not,

despLFe the fact that the parental '-ckgrounds of studenrs in the latter

schools are higher than those in other private schools. The fact that the

other private and high-performance private schools have less than half the

student-teacher ratio than schools in the other sectors suggests that the
. difference might be due to this. Two points should be recalled, however, in

asséssing this evidence: first, the other private sector is especially
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diverse; and second, our sample of schools in that sector is especially
weak. Thus the conclusions on this point must be regarded as merely an
indication that further examine~ion is warranted.

3. Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered enviromment than do public schools (chapter 5).

The evidench:;\if:ons\thaf this premise is true. The greatest
difference fiund in any aspect of school functioning between public and .
private schools was in the degree of discipline and orde. in the schools .=
(sections 5.3 and 5.4). The Catholic and other private schools appear so;e- -
Qnat ditferent in their discipline and behavior profiles, with students in

other private schools :epd;ting more absences and class-cutting but also more
/'A
howework, fewer fights among students, gnd greater teacher interest in

-~

students. However, in all these respects, both sectors showed greater

discipline and ocder than the public schools.

7

4. Private schools 'are more successful in creating an interest in
learning than are public schools (chapter 5).

There is little evidemce to confirm or disconfirm this premise in the
report. The sectoé; differ only slightly in student rgiponses to the two
direct questions concerning interest in school, and ther; is not much to be
inferrad from indirect evidence presented in the report.

5. Privacte schools encourage interest in higher education and lead
more of their students to attend college than do public schools
with compacable students (chapter 6).

The evidence on this premise is toward a positive answer, but it is
not fully consistent. There is evidence that students have higner college
aspirations and expectations in private schools than do students from com—
parable backgrounds in public schools, but it is not clear to what extent the
private schools function to generate these overall higher aspirations and
expectations. The evidence does indicate that Catholic schools function to

decrease the differences between students from different social backgrounds.
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‘ . 6. Private schools are smaller and thus bring about greater degrees
of participation in sports and other activities than do public
schaols (chapter 5).

The evidence shows that this premise may be true for other private
schools (though again a caution is necessary about generalization from the
weak sample of nther private schools). The premise 18 not true for Catholic

schools compated to public schools. The fact that Catholic schools are

. smaller in size than public schools doe;\ﬁQt rs’ult in increasea participation

-

in extracurricular GCE;Vitie.p

7. Privateﬁhchools have smaller class size, and thus allow teachers
and students %o have greater contact (chapter 4).

. The other private schools have sharply lower student-teacher ratios
than the public schools, while ;h; Catholic schools have 2lightly higher

ratiés. There are fewer than half th tudents per teacher in other private

. schoolsa than in public or Catholig schools (table 4.2.1). Mo direct evidence
-on contact between studencs and teachers is presented.

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom—
plishing their task ac a lower cost. : .

The report contains no evidence on this premise.

Pramises underlyjing policies that would decrease the role of private schools

1. Privace schools are socially divisive alung income lines, creaming
tte students from highe !ncome backgrounds, and segregating them
into elite schooks (chapte- 3). .

- The evidence on this premise works in two directions. First, among
the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students from

somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Cathoilc schools contain students

-

from ;Ilghtly "gher income backggounds than the pubiic schools. The
A

-

differences are : imarily at the highest and lowest 1.come levels, with all

8/
m $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and similar proportions at different

H

. thrés, sectors having a ma jority of students in a broad middle~income catego
taggiz;\?ﬁQ
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levels within thiP range. Second, the internal segregc iton by income within
each seccor goes in the opposite direction with the public sector showing
slightly higher iucome cegregation than ei:ther the.Catholic or other ptivafe
sectors. However, income segregation is not high within any sector. The end
rtesult of these two forces acting in Opposite directions is that U.S. schools
as a whole show slightly greater segregation by income than would be the case
1f private school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the
public schools in the same way that public school students of differing income
levels are currently distributed among schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3).

-’

The evidence is stronmg that this is true. Besides the 30 percent of
private ;chools that are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all private t£.hool
students, 25 percent of private sclkools, enrolling 12rpetcent of private
school students, are affiliated with other religious denominations. Examining

religious segregation solely in the Capholic/non-Catholic dimension, the

report shows that the gieat mnjority cf Catholics are 1in public schools, btut

that over 90 percent of the students in Catholic schools are Catholic. Within

each sector, the Catholic/non-Catholic segregation is least in the Catholi.

sc* ols themselves, latest In the other private schools. The overall impact

¢
i

of the between-sector segregation and the differing segregation within sectors
is, as 61ght be expected, that schocls in the United States are more
. t
segregated along "atholic/non-Catholic lines than i.ney would beb if private
school, stidents were absorbed into the public schools.
3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the

private gector itself is more racially segregated than the public
vector (chapter 3).
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" The evidence shows that the first of these premises is true with
respect to blacks but not with respect t- Hispanics and that the second 1s not
true with respect to blacks or Hispanics. The end result with respect to
Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools 18 a little different from

what it would be 1f there were no private schools.

Catholic schools enroll less than half as high a proportion of blacks as

-

the public schools, and other private schocls only about a quarter as high a
proportion. Internally, however, the blacks and whites in the private sectors
are consicerably less segregatud from one another than they are in the public
sector. The end result of cunese two opposing forces, between-sector and
within-sector, is that the cegregation of black and white students in U.S.
sctools 18 no greater and no less than it would be {f there were no private
schools, and their students were absorbed into the pullic sector, d.stributed
among schools as public sector black and white students are now distributed.

v

4. Private schools do not provide the educational range that public
schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional
courses or programs (chapter 4).

The evide#ce on this premise is that it 18 correct. Schools in both
the Catholic and other private sectors provide primacily academic programs and
have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic areas, however,
some of the smaller schools in the other private sectcr have a limited range
of subjects, as exemplified by the fact that 44 percent of students in the
other private gector are in schools with no third year foreign language
courses. The lesser educational range of the private sector is also shown by
the more comprehensive character of the high—performance public schools
compared to the high-performance private schools.

5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular

activities, arnd thus deprive their students of participation in
] schocl activities outside the classroom (chapter 5).
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This premise is almost'the dicrect opposite of premise 6 on the othe;
side, 8o the answer i1s the same as was given ghere. Students in Catholic and
public schools show about the same amount of participation in extracurricular
activities, while students in other private schools show more. Thus this

premise is not correct.

6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, thus public schools
provide a healthier affactive developmen: (chaptecr 5).

The report provides no direct evidence on this premise, but the
indirect evidence guggests that something like the reverse is true for the
comparison between the other private and public schools. (See premise number
2 in the preceding section.)

.

7. Facilitating the use of private schools would aid w.ates more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it would increase racial and economic
segregation (chapter 3).

It i8 not possible with this data to directly answer this question.

The results of the analysis carried cut in chapter 3 indicate that family
income exercises an important independent influence on the probability that a
given student will receive a private education particularly in a Catholic
schocl. The effect of income Zv nrobability of enrollment in Catholic schools
is positive and significantly stronger for blacks than for whites since blacks
have a substantially lower average income than whites. Thus, the evidence
indicates that the current underenrollment of blacks in private secondary
schools is, to a significant extent, attr-ibutable to their lower income.

Insofar as the effect of family income reflects a price effect, these

findings suggest that policies designed to reduce the cost of private

education to tamilies would result in a reduction of the economic and racial

segregation that is currently found between sectors. This is because lower-
[

-

income students and blacks would be expected to shift into Catholic schools at
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rates that are equal to or greater than higher-income and white students.
Further research, using data that are more adequate to the problem at hand,
may find that such an extrapolation 1s not valid. The available evidgnce
strongly suggests, thevet, that a significant interest it _he alternative
that private schools represent 1s present among minnrities and lower—income

families.

Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating or

constraining use of public schools:

1. Catholic schools more nearly .approximate the "common school” ideal
of American education than do public schools, in that the achievement le.. :
of students from different parental educatlonal backgrounds, of black }bd white

ES

students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white students are more neatlfir
: ' TS

alike in Catholic schools than in public schoplls or other private schools. In
addition, the educational aspirations of stGAents from these different back- '(;ﬂiw
grounds are mcre alike in Catholic than in public or other private schools.

2. important factors in bringing about higher scholastic achievement
in private schools than in public schools are the greater academic demands and
more ordered environment in the private schools. The evidence shows not only
that the sectors differ greatly on these dimensions, but also that within the
public schools, students who ate better disciplined .nd are in schools with
more ordered environments achieve more highly. These results provide:
information tkat is relevant not only to private-school policies, but also to
the functioning of all schools, public or private.

It may or may not be usefu. to attempt to sum up the overall implica~
tions for the premises underlying policy arguments to facilitate or constrain

the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each side are confirmed,

some on each side are disconfirmed. It is hard, however, to avold the overall 0
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conclueion that the factual premises uvnderlying policies that would facilitate
use 9f private schools are much better‘Supported on the whole than those
underlying policies that would constrain their uce. Or, to put it another
way, the constraints imposed on schools in the public sector (and there is no
evidence that those constraints.;re finahcial, compared with the private
sector) seem to Impair their functioning as educational institutioms, without
providing the more egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public

schooling.

- xxxii
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODOCTION
\\\"‘

American elementary and secondary education has been overvhelmingly
education in public schools, supported by taxes and governed by local
school boards. There have been changes recently in the structure of
supporv and control, with state and Federal governments Playing increasingly
important roles in both respects. But the overvhelmingly yUbllC‘!ChOOl
character of elementary and secondary education has remained largely
unchanged. For many years, the percentage of American children in private
schools has been in the n;ighborhood of 10 percent, as it is currently.

However, the role of private schools in American education has
emerged as an important policy question i; recent years. Although;any
answer to this quistion depends in Part on vatues, it also depends on
facts—facts that address such questions as: How well do public and

private schools work for children? Do they work differentially well

for different type; of children? Are private schools divisive, and,

Cif 80, along what lines? _Are private schools more efficiently managed

than public schools, and, if so, why?

Recent policy dis;uasiogé concerning private schools in the
United Strotes have included both proposals that would increase their
role 1n American education and Proposals that would decrease their role.
On the increase side, there have been proposals for tuition tax credits
for private schools, and a bill to provide such credits was narrowly
defeated in Congress. At the state level, proposals for educational
vouchers hnve been discussed, and in California an attempt to get such

4 proposal on the ballot for referendum was made recently. On the de-
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crease side, the Internal Revenue Service recently proposed that a

racial composition requirement, more restrictive than that imposed on

. N
most public schools, be a criterion for maintaining tax-exempt status.

This is b5ne of a series of attempted policy interventions to constrain
the use of private schools by whites escaping a mandatory integration
program in the public schools.

These conflicting}policy efforts are all based on certain as-

L

sumptions about the role of private and public schools in the Unite:

>

States. Examining the assumptions, .and showing the falsity of those

that are not correcé, will not in itself resolve the poliéy questions
concerning the roles of public and private education in America. Those
palicy questions include certain value preﬁises as well, such as the -
relative roles of the state and the family in controllm@ a child's
education. This examination will however, strengthen the factual base
oa which the policy conflicts are fought. To aid in doing this is the
aim of thi report.
It is useful to begin tpe process by examining some of the most
widely held premises underlying policy proposals that would aff :ct the
role of private education in the United States. It is these premises,
not the policy propo;als, for which research like this can proviQe
information.

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role of
private schools:

\
l. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do public
scb@ols with comparable students.
2. Private schools provide better character and personality de-
velopment than do public schools.
3. Private gzchools provide a safer, more disciylined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.
1Some authors go so far as to argue that private schools reduce ,
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4. Private e¢chools are more successful in creating an interest
in learning thaun are public schools.

5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and lead
¢ more of their studentsa{o attend college than do public schools
with comparable students.
o
6. Privace schools are more efficient than public schools, ac~
complisting their educational task at lower cost.

7. Private schools are smaller, and thus bring about greater de-
grees of participation in sports and other activities than
do public schools.

8. Private schools have smaller class sizes, and thus allow teachers
and students to have graater contact. =

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of
private schools:

1. Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, ckim-

ming the students from higher income backgrounds and segregating
them in elite schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
religious groups in separate schools.

3. Privete schools are divisive hlong racial lines, in two ways:

" they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segre-
gate whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; .
and the private sector itself is more racially ségre-
gated than the public sector.

4. Private schools do not provide the educational range that pub-
lic schools do, especially in vocational and other nontradi-
tional courses or programs.

5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular
activities, and thus deprive their students of participation
in school activities outside the classroom.

6. Private schools are unhéalthily competitive, and thus
public schools provide ‘a healthier affective development.

i

7. Facilitating the use of private schools aids whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segregation.
Some of these premises underlying school policiés are held by

policy-mukers whose decisions affect the relative roles of private and

crime, through reducing either in-school crime (a significant portion
of teen-age crime) or out-of-school crime (see West 1980 and Lott
and Fremling 1980).
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public schools in America, and some are held bv parents who choose

A

-

hetween private and public schools for theiv children. Thns, information
on the correctness of these premiées is useful not only for educational
policy-maki;; in a nation, state, or city, but also for parentalr choice.
Parents have a good deal of direct ;1formation on some c: the gquestions
implicit in these premises (such as the level of disciplins imposed in
the publig and private schools in their locale), but almost no infor-
mation on dthers. -

The current study, at its present stage, can provide pétter
information on some of rhese questions than on others, because different

questions require information about different aspects of schools. Some

of the questions concern the effects of schools on students within them.

Premises 1, 2, 4, and 5 from the first list and number 6 from the second
list raise questions of this sort. Thesa ques;ions are the most dif-
ficult to auswer, because the expérimencal design implicit in most of
these questions (cthe same child in a public school or a private school
would develop differently) is not. possible in practice. Cunsequently,
statistical analyses must be substituted for an experimental design,
and such analyses are alwaysrsubject to problems of inference. If data
from more than e point<in a child's school career are available, the
statistical analysis is more powerf&l, and somg of the problems of
inference are eliminated. Such data do not now exist in this study,
although they will be available for the sophomores in‘two vears. For
the present, substitute statistical techniques are used, some of which

make use of the fact that information is available on two :ohorts.

These statistical techniques will be discussed at appropriate pcints.

A second set of the questions requires information on the dis-

tribution of students among sciools. Premises 1, 2, and 3 from the

- -
second list are of this sort. Obtaining such information 1s much lass

Problematic than obtaining information on effects of schools. It is
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directly available for the sample of schools and Qample of students
in the study. The only inferential problem is cstimation of the

characterisctics of all U.S. schools from fhose of the sample. Because

+

L4 Sy .
these samples were drawn with known probabitities from the universe
- : g

Ay

of U.5. schools of different types, this estimation can be carried out
without difficulty.

There is, however, sometimes a question of another type lurking
2

behifd those of simple student distriﬁééion: What effect would a policy,
) .
that increased or decreased the number of students in private schools

have on the distribution of students? For example, the question might
. - .
be raised: What would be cheigffect of tuition tax c-edits on racial

. segregation in the schools? Premise number 7 in the second list raises

a question of this sort.
v L}
7" The answers to this kind of underlying question are not so directly

accrisible as thg answer to the simple question of the current distri-~

bution of students. There are additional problems of inference involved,

which means that these questions can be answered with less certainty

. . . . 1 - -
than the questions about current distribution.

- .
A third type of question involves comparing characteristics of

the public ard private schools themselves. These characteristics

include both the resources of public and private scho®s and what goes
on in the schools. Premises 3, 6, 7 and 8 from the first list and &

and 5 from the second are related to such questions. Information about

school resources and about what goes on in the schools was reported at

various points in the school and studepnt questionnaires, and, liks the

'An illustration of the difficulty of answering such questions #
conclusively is provided by recent ar continuing conflicts over the
anticipated effect of particular types of court desegregation decisions
og white flight, and thus on the resulting degree of racial segregation
in the schools.
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information ‘on distribution of studentsvgmong the schools, 1is inferred
Afor U.S. schools as a whole simply by’the inference from'sample to
. universe.

These distinct sets of questions lend themselve; nicely to struc-
turing a report desig;ed to previde a broad :;érview of public and private
schools. Answers to these questions can be grouped into four major divi-

e sions: the student composition of public and private schools, the re-
sources that go.ingo public and private schools, the functioning of public

and privéﬁb schools, -and the qutcbmes of public and private schooling.

Br, put more simply, wﬁ; is in the sEhools? Yhat r;sources g? into .
them? What goes on?, and What comes oyt? These four divisions, prefaced
by a section on the geoéraphic afd size distribution ef public and pri&ate
schools, constitute four of the five analyric chapters of this report,
chapters 3 throuJL 6. Chapter 7, taking as its starting point differences
in what comes out of schools in the different sectors, asks why? A con-

cluding chapter, 8; examines thes premises outlined here in the light of

S
the findings of the analyses.

The Digtinction Betweeﬁ‘Resea;ch Results and Policy Consequences

Although the qu2stions examined in this report are designed to be
relevant to policy, it is 1mpor¥ant to recognize that research results do
not translate direcfly into predictions about policy consequences.) For
polici;s with complex and indirect coéseqqences, such as those involving,
private schools, this point 1is especially important. There are a number
of illustrations in this report. One has to do with the diff~rential
effectiveness of public and private schools for particular outcomes, for
comparable students. Consider the outcome of achievement in th: basic

cognitive skills of reading, vocabulary, and mathematics, treatea in chap-

ter 6. Suppose the research result is that the average Catholic school (a
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catego;y that is useful for 111ustratlont since it is the only homogeneous
“group of schools in the private sector that is large enough to be treated
separate .y in the analysis) is more effective for the student from an
average background than‘is the average pubiic schgol. Let us as;ume that
the problems of differential selection into the Catholic schools that make
such an inference hard to establish have been overcome. What then are the
discontinuities between the research result and any action? Several‘dif-
ferent levels of action, and several differrnt sources of discontinuity may

-

be imagined:

\1. A parent, deciding whether to send a child to Cathelic or public
school.,
‘{D

-

First, such a decision is ordinarily based on a rather broad range
of outcomes of schooliﬁg, and we have examined only ; subset of them. But
even if the parent were interested only in those consequences examined
here, there is anouther problem. The parent 1s not interested in the
average Caéholic school as compared to the average public school, but the.
particular Catholic school and public school which are the concrete alter-

-

natives. And the parent is not interested in how the schools function for

Y
\

the average student, but for a particular student, a given son oﬂ
daughter. )
Clearly for such action, the tllust;ative result is nok of great
value. What would be of greater value ig a result of much more complex-
ity, a kind of three~dimensional magrix, showing how outcomes in partic-
ular kinds of Catholic achools compare to those in particular kinds of

public schools for particular kinds of students. (A start toward the

latter is provided in table 6.2.6 and the accompanying text.)

2. A legislature, deciding whether to provide sducational vouchers
usable for public or private schools.




. vate sector, then the new policy would eliminate the source of that
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Again, these are many difterqné outcomes of such a policy that may
be relevant to the decisions! beyond the narrow cognitive skills referred
to in this illustrative result. Apart from this, however, there are
several other serious discontinuities. First, the greatar effectiveness
of the Catholic schools for a given student may be due not}directly to
school policief, but instead to the reinforcement provided by a particular
student bgdy composition. If this were so, then the 1ntroduct:§h of a new
set of students would dilute or eliminate the source of the effects.

Second, the greater effectiveness may Se due to characteristics of
the school s}aff which are in limited supply, and not to be found in the
new schools that open to serve the expanded demand for Catholic schools.
If this were so, there would be no increased achievement as a result of
the policy.

Third, the greater effectiveness might be due to the greater com-
mitment on the part of student or parent or both when the parent is paying
tu;tion for the child to atterd éch‘ol. If this were so, then the intro-
duction of vouchers, which eliminated payment even by those who currently
use the Catholic school, would not only fail to bring about an increase in
achjevement of the new entrants, but would elim%naté the source of the
greater aéhievement for existing students in these schools.?

Fouréh, the new policy might be accompanied by greater federal
1nté}vention in and regulation of schools in the private sector, intro-
ducing the same constraints ;n their authority that currently exist for

public schools. If this werefso, and if the greater effectiveness were

due to the lesser constraints, on authority enjoyed by schools in the pri-

F

£

greater effectiveness.

There are, of course, processes through which the greater effec-

tiviness might occur which would be unaffected by the policy, such as

5 o 41




-~ g~
greater commitment to a school attended by -hoice, or a distinc“{ive

educational philusophy of the Catholic schools which would * * 4 in the

‘new school as well. What is important to recognize, heireve: s that a

new policy does not merely extend the educational programspalready in
existence to a larger group. It changes a number ufvconditions, and some
of those conditicns might be important to any differential effectiveness
of the programs. Research may be able to discover something about the
mechanisms through which thibJZifferential effe.tiveness occurs, and if
80, can be more informative about the possible effects of a new policy. .
But what 1s important to recognize s that the matter is not so simple as
extrapolating a given effect to a broader set of students through intro-

duction of a new poliocy.

Classification of Schools

A word is n~acessary on the classification of schools usad in the
report. For much of che analysis, schools are classified not into two
sectors, but into three~-public, Catholic, and other private schoq&g;t
This is done because Catholic schools coustitute by far the largest single
group of private schools aad constitute a less divarss arrav >f schools
than all private schools t:ken together. It would be ugseful to make
various subdivisions among the other private schools, separating out the
different religious suliroups and distinguishing the nonreligious schools
according to s8me criter lon, but that is outside the scope of this re-
portl In further work with these data, carried out :ither by us or other
analy~t., some such distinctions will be p3s ble, in part because two
special samples of schools were drawn: Catholic schools that had high
proportions (30 percent or more) of black students in them, selected in
addition to the representati’e sample of Catholic schools; and a specia!

sample of "high-performance” private schools--the elaven private schools
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with the highest proportions of tﬁeir graduating student bodies listed as
gsemi-finalists in the 1978 National MS it Scholarship competition.l

In chapters 3 and 7 and part of chapter 6 only the three sectors,
public, Catholic, and other private, are compcred. However, in chapters
4, 5, and 6 (section 6.1), two . ditional sets of schools are included in '
comparison. These zre the elaven high-performance pr vate schools men-
tiorned previously and a set uf twelve high-performance pgblic schools.?
These schools are included to provide extremes that can better illuminate
some of the research questions po3ed {n the report. 3ecause of the way
they were draym, these schools do not represent'any other than themselves;

thus they are not "sectors” like tje public, Catholic, an .ther private

SGCCOIS.B

lA secoud criterion in selecting these tchools was that no two
schools would be drawn from the same state. Ouly one schools was elimi-
nated bty this criterion. There is a submerged stratification in this wode
of selection, since different norms for the National Merit Scholarship
tests are used in different staces. The eleven schools selected by this
procedure do show broad geographic distribution. One of the eleven
schools is Catholic, the other ten are non-Catholic.

thc twalve high-performance public schoois were se.ected in
exactly the ssme way as the eleven high~performance private schools,
except that they were chosen from the Jample of 894 public schools after
the sample was drawn and data collected. Because they were not drawn
irom the tocal population of U.S. public schools, whereas the high-
performance private schools were drawn from the more than 6,000 private
schools in cthe country, the high-performanca public schools are a soze-
what less select set.

3When the high-performance private schools are separated out from the ¥
two major private sectors, the results for those sectors, which are always
reported in weighted form, are hardly affected by the loss, since the weights
of the high-performance private schools, when part of the private school
sample, are very small. With the exception of chapter 3, the tabulations and
analyses fsr the Catholic and o.%er private sectors presented in this report
do not include the specially sampled high-performance private schools, which,
as explained, affects the results for those sectors very little. The high~
performance public schools are, however, included as part of the public gector
in all tabulations and analyses, since they were drawn in the sample to
represent particular strata jncluding other high schools. To be comsistent,
the private school .actors should have included the high-performance private
schools; and the se:arate tabylations for the high-performance public schools
should not include-in their weights any weight for schools other than
themsélves. As pointed out, however, that would hardly affect results
obtained in this report.
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. i Further, the results reported for these high~pe:formance private and
public schools cannot bé generalized to a larger populat{g? of schools of
students, but they dc suggest something about the character of schools
that produce high-achieving students. !

The Sample of Schools, and Reference to a Broader Pnpulation ofJSchools.2

The schools sampled for this study were drawn from what is perhaps
the most complete listing of Americani%ublic and private hiéh schools 1in
existence (the listing is described at the beginning of the nextq
chapter). Even that listing, however, is incomplete, especially for the
heterogenous category of private, non-Catholic schools. New schools in
this sector come into existence with some frequency; and there are
existing schools too small to be located or too independent to be willing
to be included on any listing, even nongovernmental. Thus, it is

. necessary to realize that this category of schools 1is not closed and well
defined, but is both heterogeneous and amorphous, from large, we1l-endowed
preparatory schools to a long tail which includes free schools with a few

students in casual attendance. There are schools in this long tail which

L]

were not * '» ‘n the list from which the sample was drawn; and even if
they had b:en, the he ogenei;y and amorphousness of the category makes
it difficul. to gain a sense of the population of other private schools
for which the sample was drawn as representative. In this study, as with

all sﬁrye?s, the sample available for analysis is not the same as the

sample as drawn. In part, this 1s because listings are inaccurate, a fact

lI'his probably constitutes a deficiency in the sampl: design
in selection of the high-performance private schools. If the sample
were being drawn again, we would prefer to see two subgroups like these,
but representative of some identifiab.e segments of American private
and public schools.

2
‘ A cample design report for the High School and Beyond Study
as a whole can be obtained from the National Center for Zducation 3catistics.

<
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which 1s discovered only at the time the data are to be collected. In the
sample for, this study, there were some listings which were in error: a
school was no longer in existence or not properly a high school within the
definition of the population of schools. These were replaced by resampling
withia the stratum for which a sample allocation had been made.

In additior to replacement due to inaccurate listing, there are
refusals. In this study, refusals could occur at the school level (due to
a refusal of either the school district or the school), or the student
level. Substitution of a school within che same substratum was carried
out for schools which refused; but no substitution was made for student
refusals or student unavailability due to continu.d absence. The sample
of schools, and students, distinguished according to public, Catholic, and

‘ other private ;éctors (each of which constisuted strata for which sample
. allocations were made in the sample de&ign), is given in table ll‘.
-Overall, 71 percent of the schools initially drawn which were eligible
participatedvin the survey. But this rate ranged fiom a high of 79
percent in the Citholic schools to a 12 of 50 rercent in the other
_private schools. The final realized sample sié; vag 91 percent of the
&:ize'of the final 1list of eligible schoocl:, as showr in row 7 of table

l.1, but this includes some schools that are wubstitutes.

Within the schools, the student zesponse r-te for the question-
naire overall was 84 percent, a rate wici. ranged f;om a high of 93
percent for the Cz holic sector to a low of 83 percent for the public
sector. Most of the student nonrespcnse, 72 percent of the total
nonresponse of 11,440 was due to continued absence, with only 18 percent

due to refusals. Overall, refusals represent 3 percent of the total sample.
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: ’ TABLE 1.1

SAMPLE OF SCHOOLS AS DRAWN CORBFCTED THROUGH REPLACEMENT
AND AS REALIZED, AND SAMPLES AS DRAWN AND AS REALIZED

Other Praivate

Number Total Public Catholic Regular H.P.

1. Total numbers uf schools
represented by sample .. . 20,315 15,766 1,571 26,966 12

2. Initial sample size
number of eligible

SChOOLS tivvivnennnnnnnns 1,122 984 88 38 12
3. Number of eligible

schools ... ...t tiiiaie. 1,019 893 86 = 28 12
4. Number of eligibles after

replacing ineligibles .... 1,118 982 88 36 12
5. Final realized sample

SL1Z@ .. viiiticntnnnnenne, 1,015 893 84 27 11

School Respouse Rates

6. Amoug initial eligible -
schools (row 3) ......... .71 .70 .79 .50 .75

‘ 7. Final rate neglecting
substitution (row 5/
FOW ) tervuennnnnos cees .91 .91 .95 .75 .92

: a
Number of $tudents

#. Total cligible students .. 70,170 62,027 5,965 1,387 791
9. Sophomores eligible in

final school sample ...... 35,338 31,241 2,975 727 395
10. Seniors eligible in

final school sample ...... 34,832 30,786 2,990 660 396
11. Sophomures in final

SamPle ....e..viiiinnnnn.. 30,280 26,448 2,831 631 370
12, Seniors in final -

sample ..........000innnn. 28.450 24,891 2,697 551 311

Student Response Rates

13. Scphomores (row 11/

TOW 9) Lt ieien, .86 .85 .95 .87 .34

14. Seniors (row 12/row 10) .. .82 .81 .90 .83 .79
. aSaﬁplg size reported here is slightly greater than that found in other
reports based on the 1980 High School and Beyond data. This is ‘ue to

the fact that thisz report includes a subset of non-sample twins.
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In the analysis throughout chapters 3 to 7, the results reported
describe exactly the sample of schools and stu&ents. It is in the'
generalization fr;m this sample to the population of students (or schools)
in a given sector that problems of imprecision or bias arise.
Generalization to the sector as a whole, of4course, is where the interest
lies, rather than in the sample per se.

All of the changes in the sample between initial design and final
realized sample, with the exception of replaceﬁents due to incorrect
listing, are potential sources of bias in the representativeness of the
sample. Without information on the schools, amrd students who were in the
intended sample but not in the realized sample, the effect of this
potential bias is unknown.

‘The sampling problems for the other private schools are
parFicularly severe. Generalizatioﬁs from the other private sample can
only be made with considerable uncertainty, for two reasons. The first is
sample size. The number of schools in the samble is only 27, and the
number of s;udents In the sample is only 631 sophomores and 551 seniors,
by far the smallest numbers of schools and studénts in any of the three
sectors. The effect of this small sample size on sampling error, and thus
on generalizations about the other private schools,:can be estimated., We
will turn'to that in the next section. ‘

The other source of problems with the other private school sample
i that the potential bias is greatest there. The fraction of original
schools participating (befoie substitutiosn) was smaller than in any other
school. Of the 28 eligible schools in the original sample only 14
participated, giving a 50 percent rate, while the next lowest was 70
percent in the public sector.

Because of the potential bias, and to a legser extent because of

the small sample size (lesser because the effect of sample size is

a7
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simply in variability of estimates, and that effect can pe estimated,
while the effect of potential bias is unknown), generalizations from the
other private schools in thé sample to the other private sector as a whole
should be.quite tentative. Comparisons between the Catholic sector and
the (public sector are on much stronger ground because sampling variability

£

is less and potential bias due to nonresponse of schools is less in both
»
these sectors.

We have attempted to exercise special caution in making generali-
zations about other private schools throughout this report. However, the
reader should keep in mind the present discussion at each point in the
analysis.

The sample size deficiencies in the private sector are due to the
design of High School and Bevond as a multipurpose study. The nonrespons;
deficiencies in the other private sector are largely due to the extreme

heterogeneity of schools in this sector, which in any Ease reduces the

meaningfulness of any generalizations about "non-Catholic private schools”

.as a whole.

Sampling Errors

The des%fiptive statistics in chapters 4 and 5, ;nd in parts of 3
and 6, ordinarily consist of comparisons of percentages in a given
response category in each sector. Standard errors of these percentages,
for indicating the precison of the reported percentge as an estimate of
the percentage in the sector as a whole, are not given. Instead, approxi-
mate standard errors that can be applied to these tables are showr in the
appendix table A.1.2. That table shows, for example, that if the reported
percentage for sophomores is around 50 percent in a given sector, the
standard error for that percentge is\about .5 percent in the public
sector, 1.8 percént in the Catholic sector, 5.2 percent in the other

private sector, 4.2 percent in the high-performance public sector, a |

Dy -
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6.2 pércent in the high-performance private gector. The large standard
errors in some sectors are due to the smallier sauple sizes, and iﬁ the
case of the other private sector, the heterogeneity of the sector.1
Because. of the disparities in standard errors in the three ma jor
sectors, a rough rule of rhumb may be used for standard errors of dif-
ferences between sect;rs: the standard error of the difference is
approximately the size of the larger standard error of the two sectors
being compared. The much higher standard error for the other private
sector shows the imprecision of the estimates in that sector as estimates
of,the student population percentage ir that sector. This is one source
of uncertainty about generalizations to the population of students in non-
Catholic private schools. The other, of course, i{s potential bias,

referred to earlier. -

Most of chapter 6 and chapter 7 consist of analytical questfons

concerning the differential effects of schooling in the three sectors.
The comparisons in these cases are based on numbers derived from complex
statistics, such as regression coefficients or some transformation of
them. Standard errors have been calculateé and are reported for these

numbers, becausg table A.1.2 cannot be used in these cases, and because

causal inferences depend on the comparisons made in these sections.?

&

. l'I'he effect of heterogeneity of the other private sector also
appears in the standard error estimates for the high-performance private
sector, since ‘the "sample design effect”" correction factors calculated for
the other private sector are used for the high-performance private sector.
If a separate correction factor had been calculated for the latter sector,
it would probably have been much smaller. Thus the standard error estimates
for the high-performance private sector are probably somewhat high.

ZSample design effect correction factors discussed in the preceding
footnote have not been incorporated into these standard errors because
of previous work indicating that for complex statistics such as multiple
regression coefficients, the design effect is close to 1.0 (Kish and
Frankel, 1974). For table 6.2.1 only, standard errors were empirically
estimated and then compared with those estimated using standard procedures.
Appendix A.1.5 shows this comparison and suggests that for the Catholic
sector the average design effect is 1.5 and in the other private, it is
approximataly 3. =
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CHAPTER 2

THE SIZE AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC AND

PRIVATE SECONDARY SCHOOLS

This chapter provides an overview of the distribution of public
and pri;;te education in the United States, emphasizing how private
s education is distributed geographically and a few general characterist’-3
of interest. These tabulations, unlike those in the remaining chapters
of thé report, are based on data for all schools in the United States.
The data are from the NORC 1978 school universe tape, which was developed
and compiled from aeveral different sources. |

As observers have offen noted, the diversity within the domain of

I _ . private education is in many respects greater than the differences between

~ -

1The NORC school universe file was creat:. from the following
sources: :
a) A school universe file for fall 1978, prepgred by the Curriculum

Information Center, Denver, Colorzdo, a private organization

b) A public school universe file for Fall 1978 constructed by the
National Center for Education statistica frow the Fall 1978
Survey of Public Schools

c) A private school universe file for fall 1978 prepared under
contract to the National Center for Education Statistics

d) A supplementary U.S. Civil Rights Commission file of a large

sample of public schools in the United States, fall 1976
Because file (a) was the most complete file, grade spans and enrcllments
were used from that file if the school was on that file.. Files b, c,
and d were used to augment this file. ! ,

Because of the different source material, total numbers ¢f schools
and total enrollment differ slightly from thuse ptblished in the 1978
Fall Errollment Surveyr for public schools, and from thé NCES Bulletin
80-BO1 for private schools. No correction has been made for the change
in cohort size between 1978 and 197v. ’

The Curriculum Information Center file contained no information
on type of private school beyond the Catholic vs. non-Catholic classifi-
| cation. Consequently, in some tables of this chaptsr, a "privatz, non-
| Catholic unclassified category will be shown, consisting of the non-

f . Catholic schools that did not appear in the NCES private school universe
file.
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public and private-education in general. This diversity should of course

not be lost sight of, but neither should it obscure the fict that for
some purposes it .s necessary to tonsider the private sector of‘American
secondary educatio- . whole. This is particularly the case as private
schools become inc. singly implicated in government policies in education.
Policies at the Federal and state levels that explicitly relate to private
education are a réfgtivexy recent phenomenon, and information that can
aid tkese policies is only slowly coming into existence.

To provide a general understanding of private schools while
retaining a part of the diversity that is present among them, most of
the analyses in this report treat private education in tws broad sectors—-
Catholic and non-Catholic (or "other private,” as the latter are termed).
(These two are-augmented by a third set, a group of speciilly ;elected

high-performance schools referred to in chapter 1.) 1In this chapter,
however, therékigian effort to present some of the diversity that is
lost with this dichotomization of private schools. 1In the next se;tion,
the classification of school types is expanded to include a breakdown
of the "other private" category into "religious-affiliated” and "non-
religious~affiliated" for comparision of public and private schools
along geographic and enrollment lines. Then, in the seccnd part of

this chapter, where the focus shifts to selected characteristics of
private secondary schools, additional distinctions within the religious-

affiliated category are introduced to indicate some of t'.e variability

to be found there.




2.1 Enrollment and Geographic Comparisions of
Public and Private Secondary Education

Table 2.1.1 shows the number of schools and estimated1 student
enrollments at the secondary level for public schools and various kinds
of .private schools. Of most interest in this table are the numerical
division of American high school students between public and pri.ate
schools (about 90/10 pblic/private, with two-thirds of the students
in private schools fougq in Catholic schoci~) and the gsizes of schools
in each sector. As is shown in the sixth row of table ;.Y.l, which
contains the average high school enrqllments in the different secturs,
private secondary schooli;g tends onythe average to be, carried out in
much smaller schools than does public schooling. It should be noted
that the estimates of the number of high sctool students (grades 9 through
12) in each sector are not directly comparabie to the enrollment figures
that most commonly appear in this sort of tabulation. Those tabulations
usually give tpe number of students enrolled in schools that offer secondary~
level programs. As the number of grades in the average school of each
sector (row 3 of table 2.1,1) shows, these two emrollment estimates
are likely to differ considerably;<kthe average number of grades in
private schools with secondary-level programs is appreciably higher

than that in public schoole. This, of course, points to yet another

%Since enrollment figures for the schools are only available
for all grades in the school, the figures given here (and in the rest
of this section) for grades 9 through 12 are estimates that may be subject
to some error. The enrollment figures are computed by, first, obtaining
the average number of students per grade (each schouol's total enrollmerft
divided by the total number of grades in the school) and, second, by
multiplying this average by the number of high-school-level grades that
the particular school has. For schools that have only high-school graddes,
this of course equals the total enrollment.
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TABLE 2.1.1

NATIONAL FIGURES FOR ‘NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND ESTIMATED ENROH&MENTS_IN GRADES 9-12
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EDUCATION, 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Private
u.s. Publi Other Private Private
Total ubtle Total |Catholic | Religious with no Non-
Affiliation] Affiliation | Catholic
Secondary-level achools:
Total number with secondary- ]
level grades (9-12)C ...... 24,132 | 17,822 | 6,310 1,861 1,552 - 2,296 601
Percent of total ......... . 100.0 73.9 26.1 7.7 6.4 9.5 2.5
Mean number of grades ..... 6.01 - 4.9 9.2 } 5.1 10.9 | 11.2 10.1
Student enrollment: -
Esiiwa, 4 total number en- . . :
rollea in grades 9-12 (000s)]14,866.4 | 13,508.4 | 1,359.3 900.8 168.6 223.8 64.8
Percent of total enrollment . . . )
in grades 9-12 ........... 100.1 90.9 9.1 6.1 1L 1.5 0.4
Mean enrollment per schoo} ' ‘ )
in grades 9-12 .......... 616 - 758 215 484 109 97 108
. . .
SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape. . .

-

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

85chools with total enrollments of less than 25 students for all grade levels are excluded from
these and all subsequent tabulations in this section. ‘

bThese non-Catholic private schools were on the CIC universe file but not the NCES file. Conse-
quently, no information about affiliation exists beyond the fact that they are not Catholic schools.

“The number of schools listed has noi been corrected on the basis of information obtained through
the High School and Beyond sample. In the original sample of 1,122 schools, 103 were found that were not
properly high schools having their own enrollment. (For example, many area vocational schools do not have
students enrolled for graduation within them, but instead serve students from other schools, providing
the vocational part of their program.) A new estimate was made of rhe size of the school universe when
the schools represented by these schools were eliminated. This est.mate gi:ves 21,700 schools rather than

o ‘24,132.
0ERICA3 ~
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™~ sort of diversity, not discussed here, that research might examine--
. the differences in the age ranges of the average public and private
school student's schoolmates. ,
-
Turning to geographic distributions, table 2.,1.2 indicates that
there is wide variability across regions in the percentége of high school
‘students in priv;te schools, ranging from 4.4 percent in the Mountain
states and 5.4 percent in the West South Ce?;;al region to 13 percent
or more in New England and the Middle Atlantic states. The relative
. shares of the different types of private schools also show some striking
differences over this level of aggregation. The Catholic share of American"
secondary education ranges from a high of 10 percent in che Middle Atlantic |
region to a low of 2 percent in the Mountain region.
.The variability among states is of course more pronounced,
. as shown in tabple 2.1.3. Private education is strongest in Connecticut,
where it enrolls nearly‘l7 percent of all high school students; Wyoming,
at the other extreme, has only slightly over l.S'percenc of its students
in private schools.
A .
Within the private sector, the Catholic schools are with few
. exceptéons strongest in the New England and Middle Atlantic states.
Their skare falls off dramatically, to under 1 percent, in the Carolinas
and in a few of the Western states. Other religious affiliations are
generally strongest through tge southern Atlantic seaboard, in Tennessee,
and in thé Midwestern states of Michigan, Wisconsin, and l[owa.
Another distributional breakdown of interest concerns the locations
of schools and students in urban, suburban, asd rural localiies. Table
2.1.4 gives the percentages of the constituent schools of each uf the
‘ ’ five school types and the estimated high school enrollments in each
: of these ;eccings.

ERIC | 55
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(ABLE 2.1.2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-12

IN PUBLIC AND PRTVATE SCHOOLS FOR EACH OF THE NINE CENSUC
REGIONS: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEARS

-

- Total ) Private o

enrollment Other Private Private

Region Number Pe- ¢ Public Totala Catholic Religious with no Non-

(060s) |'e-°&" Affiliation| Affiliation]| Catholic
United States total ... 14 850 100.0 90.9 9.1 6.1 1.1 1.5 0.4
New England ........ . 876 100.0 86.? 13.8 8.1 0.7 4,7 0.4
Midule Atlantic ..... 2,650 100.0 R7.0 13.0 10.3 1.2 1.2 0.3
South Atlantic ...... 2,201 100.0 91.9 8.1 3.3 1.6 2.6 0.6
East South Central .. Y59 100.0 91.9 8.1 2.8 1.7 2.9 0.8
West South Central .. 1,427 100.0 94 .56 5.4 3.5 0.7 0.9 0.3
East North Central 3,004 100.0 90.7 9.3 7.4 1.1 0.6 0.3
West North Central .. 1,180 100.9 91.1 8.9 6.9 1.1 0.5 4
Mountain ............ 682 100.0 95.6 4.4 2.1 0.6 0.9 0.6
Pacific ..oeviinennnns 1,888 100." 92.4 7.6 4.7 | 1.1 1.2 0.5

SOURCE: NORC Schouol Universe Tape.

8petails In private sector may not add t. totals because of rounding.
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TABLE 2.1.3

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION QF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-12 IN PUBLIC

AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY STATE:

1976-79 SCHUUL YEAR

-’
Total Private
Region and State enrollment Public Other PFivate Private
Number CatHWolic Religious with no . Non-
(000s) Percent Affiliation | Affiliaticn ' Catholic

New England

Comnecticut ....occeeeerons 230.3 100.0 83.1 9.0 0.9 6.2 0.8

Magsachusetts ....ccececeue 409.5 100.0 86.9 9.3 0.3 3.4 0.2

MABINE toivvrvronnonnrnoonnes 81.8 100.0 90.2 1.7 0.7 6.9 0.5

New Hampshire ............. 60.2 100.0 88.0 4.1 2.3 5.5 0.1

Rhode Island .............. 59.2 100.0 85.5 12.0 1.3 1.2 0.0

Vermont ..vccveveneenceasons 35.3 100.0 87.0 4.1 0.2 8.8 0.0
Middle Atlantic

New Jersey .....cceoeievnne 550.9 100.0 88.6 9.6 .6 1.1 0.1

New York ...ivevencenrannnn 1,212.8 100.9 86.5 10.1 1.8 1.2 0.

Pennsylvania ............... 886.3 1U0.0 86.6 11.0 0.8 1.2 0.4
South Atlantic

Washington, D.C. .......... 37.1 100.0 79.9 14.1 2.2 3.2 0.5

Delaware .......cccc0ces 46.17 100.0 85.6 10.6 1.3 2.3 0.2

Florida ...vvevennneenneens 489.1 100.0 89.4 4.2 2.4 3.3 0.8

Georgia ......ce0cincennnns 343.4 100.0 93.7 1.0 1.4 3.5 0.5

Maryland .............. 268.9 100.0 846.5 9.2 1.6 1.7 0.9

North Carolina ............ 328.4 100.0 95.3 0.5 1.2 2.4 0.7

South Carolina ............ 223.0 100.0 94.0 0.8 1.5 3.2 0.5

Virginid@ ..ceevenerecncenes 345.0 ic92.0 93.5 2.0 1.5 2.3 0.8

West Virginia ............. 118.9 100.0 97.0 2.1 0.5 0.4 0.1
East South Central

Alabama .....ccciieenennnns 268.5 100.0 93.7 1.1 1.5 3.1 0.5

Kentucky .vvvevvennnnnnnn.. 255.0 100.0 91.6 6.4 0.6 1.1 0.5

Mississippl .....cvvveinens 164.7 100.0 990.6 1.5 0.8 5.0 2.1

Tennessee ... vvonnns 270.6 100.0 91.0 2.0 3.3 3.0 0.7

-EZ-




TABLE"2:1.3--Continued

Total Private
enrol Iment . Other Private Private
Region and State Nomber Public  Catholic Religious with no Non-
" (000s) Percent Affiliation| Affiliation | Catholic
West South Central
Arkan8as ...icseecsccrcnnas 133.2 100.0 96.3 1.6 0.6 1.1 0.5
Louisiana ..ceeievncnscncns 270.8 100.0 85.4 10.3 0.8 2.5 0.9
Oklahoma ...vvvvvenncsosnnns 190.2 100.0Q 97 1.1 0.6 0.3 0.2
TEXAB  evervrvenvnnnennednes 833.2  160.0 9}5‘.:2 2.1 0.6 0.5 0.1
East North Central ! -
I11in0ois tevvvvrevrecnnnnns 809.9 100.0 88.2 10.1 0.8 0.7 0.2
Indiana ....veerrennnnenses 377.17 100.0 93.7 4,2 0.9 0.7 0.6
Michigan ......ieeccuennees 666.8 100.0 91.5 5.9 2.0 0.5 0.2
Ohio .ivvevsns crtteeteaan s 815.7 100.0 91.3 7.7 0.5 0.5 0.1
WiSCONSBIN . veverrnvnreanns 333.6 100.0 90.4 6.8 1.8 0.5 0.5
West North Central
T 194.2 100.0 89.0 8.2 2.6 0.0 0.3
Yansas veevseessrcsnsanan-s 143.5 100.0 93.3 4.9 0.3 0.6 0.9
MIinnesota . ..iveenvervnsnons 306.2 100.0 93.4 4.8 1.1 0.5 0.2 -
MISSOULL seevseneronnonnens 337.1 100.0 89.5 8.5 0.7 v.9 0.4
North Dakota ....vicevecenn 49.2 100.0 94.3 5.3 0.3 0.1 0.0
Nebraska ..vevveveenvernnns 98.2 100.0 88.2 10.5 0.5 0.3 0.5
South Dakota ...civevevenons 51.2 100.G 91.9 4,1 1.9 .9 1.4
Mountain
ArizZora v.veeervesrseroosncns 168.2 100.0 95,2 2.6 0.4 1.2 0.5
Colorado +..i.viveveerrnnens 174.6 100.0 95.0 2.5 1.0 1.1 0.4
1dallo e vveerroeenonnoronnnse 51.4 100.0 97.7 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.6
MONEANE  veeveeesecreacsnone 54.9 100.0 93.9 4.3 0.5 0.9 0.5
New MeXiCO v ieeveenronees 85.2 100.0 94.3 1.9 0.9 1.5 1.4
Nevada .evereevrvnencocanas 40.6 100.0 96.5 3.1 0.2 0.1 0.0
Utah  civivrieeerernennonnnes 82.4 100.0 97.5 1.1 0.3 0.2 1.0
WYOmMINE ceveveverorennnaons 24.8 100.0 98.5 0.6 0.0 0.9 0.0




TABLE 2.1.3--Continued

Region and State

Private
Other Private
Religious with no

Affiliation | Affiliation

® 0 0 0 00 0 40 4 000 0000000
California .eeeeecesccscees
® ® 6 0. 0060 00 0 40000 00 00

Washington

®se00 00000000000

Total
enrol lment
Number P
(000s) | “ereent
27.9 100.0
1,625.3  100.0
59.90 100.0

145.2 100.9
230.6 100.0

wCwowmo

— N RND

NORC School Universe Tape.

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

aApproximations derived from information on the schools' enrollments, the number of secondary-
level grades, and the total number of grades in each school:

)
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TABLE 2.1.4
PERCENTACE DISTRIBUTION FOR SCI00LS AND ESTIMATED ENROLLMENTS
' (GRADES 9-12) IN URBAN, SUBURBAN, AND RURAL COMMUNITIES®
BY SCHOOL SECTOR: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR
Private
u.s.
Total Public Other Private Private
© Total |Catholic | Religious with no Non-
Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
Total number:
Schools ..ei.iiiiiinnnens 24,131 17,822 6,309 1,860 1,552 2,290 601
! Students (0008) ........... 14,863.01 13,505.1{ 1,357.9 900.7 168.6 223.8 64.8 .
Schools:
Total percent ............ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
[ ]
Urban ........vivenns ‘e 15.9 [ll.S 28.2 22.0 26.7 35.6 22.5 >
)
Suburban  ........c e 36.1 "313.9 42.1 60.6 34.5 33.4 38.1
Rural, ..........ccciiu.nn 48.1 54.6 29.7 17.4 38.8 31.0 1.4
Students: )
Total percent ............ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 130.0 100.0
Urban ..., ... ieiveennn ' 22.4 22.5 22.2 20.2 30.8 24.5 19.9
Suburban ..., . ..., 47.9 46.7 60.0 68.6 45.7 42.1 38.6
Rural ... ..o, 29.7 30.9 17.8 11.3 23.9 33.2 41.5
. e . - S S e
SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape, 1979. .
aThe urban, suburban, and rural classifications are the standard U.S. Bureau of the Census
definitions. "Urban": the school is located in a central city (population of 50,000 or more) of a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA); "suburban": the school is located in an SMSA,. but is not in a central
city; "rural': the ‘school is not located within an SMSA. Bureau of the Census information was not

avaitable for a small number of school localities. For these, the school was classified as urban if the
‘;4. population of its locality is 50,000 or mo-e, as suburban if the population is greater than 2,499 and less
than 50,000, and as rural if the population is under 2,500. ‘;r
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It is apparent that the public and private sectors are distributed
quite differently across these categories, in both schools and enrollments.
Comparing public and private schools overall (columns 2 and 3), private
schools tend to be suostantially more concentrachdfin urban and surbuiban
areas than do public schools,lthe majority of which are rural-based.

(0f course, as the list from the table shows, . far smaller percentage

of students are in rural schools.) Within the private seécor, the schools
with no religious affiliation-are more likely to be urban than the other
types. Catholic schools are heavily concentrated in suburban communities
and relatively rare in rural areas. |

For overall public and private sector enrollments (columms 2
and 3) , the differences are found in t“e suburban and rural areas.

Owing largely to the high Catholic-enrollments in th. zuburbs (68.6
percent of the Catholic high school students), the private sector is
well above the national suburban average (zolumn 1). When this’ finding
is coupled with the fact that private education enrolls slightly below
the national average in urban communitiez, a pattern somewhat contrary
to expectation emerges. Research on Catholic education frequently

assumes that Catholic enrollments are concentrated in urban areas (see

)

IThe pattern of enrollments that table 2.4 shows differs
somewhat from the results obtained by a recent survey of private high
schools conducted by the National Institute of Education (NIE) in con-
junction with the National Association of Secondary School Principals
and the Council for American Private Education. A volume of articles
based on that survey estimates that 16 percent of all privat high schools
are in urban areas and 70 percent are in suburban communities. While these
estimates are quite close to figures presented.in table 2.4 for the Catholic
sector, the suburban percentage is much higher than our figure of 42 per-
cent for private schools as a whole. The discrepancies between the two data
sets are attributable in large part to a narrower definition of the non-
Catholic private school universe emploved by the NIE survey (Abramowitz
and Stackhouse 1980, p. 13).
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. Erickson 1978, p. 90). Furthermore, the suburban public schoo];.iﬂare
commonly believed to be of such quality that privat; schoéls are com-
paratively less distinctive and thus less attractive the.=. Over against
these notions, table 2.1.4 shows that the private sector enrolls no
greater a proportion of its students in the cities than the public
sector?does of its students, and that private education appears to be

»
at its competitive strongest in the suburbs.l

2.2 Selected Attributes of Private Secondary Schools

While the analyses presented in this report are carried out
on private secondary education as a relatively undifferentiated whole

vis-a~vis public e2condary education, further research is clearly needed

on the rumerous lines of diversity within the private sector. The most

' important distinctions that can be drawn here appear to be between the
religious— and non-religious-affiliated categories and, within the

o religio;s-affiliated category, among the schools of the various faiths.

This section briefly examines a few of the more striking differences

found in the structural arrangements of some of these principal divisions

within private education.

Table 2.2.1 gives the numbers of schools and secondary eproliments

for the non -religious—affiliated and the five largest religious-affiliated

categories. Although the numbers of schools in the two categories are
-

L1) addition to tabulating the distributions of private schools bv
the Census urbanization variable categories in the present study ;e the NIE
survey also asked school principals to classify the tvpe of area served bv their
schools. Of the Catholic school principals surveyed, 58 percent described
their areas as urban, while only a quarter said thev served a suburban
. area (Abramowitz and Stackhouse 1980, p. 51). The discrepancies between

the two surveys on this point lead us tu regard the results presented in
table 2.4 as tentative.

ERIC Ry
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TABLE 2.2.1

SELECTED PRIVATE SCHOOL STATISTICS BY AFFILIATION

OF SCHOOL: 1978-79 SCHOOL -YEAR
- Number of Pcrcent Percent Estimated
’ school ith £ Estimated ’

" Affiliation 3chools Wit of Total Enrollment in of Total Mean Student

P Secondary Private Grades 9-12 Private Enrollment in

__ | Grade Levels Schools srades J- Enrol lment Grades 9-12
Total private ............... 6,310 100.0 1,357,725 100.0 215.0
Non-Afflliated ............ 2,296 36.4 223,772 16.5 97.5
Catholic .....c.ciiiian. 1,861 29.5 900,776 66.3 484.0
BAPEIBE  ©oveeeanrennannn, 510 8.1 42,340 3.1 83.0
Jewish .................... 157 2.5 22,458 1.7 143.0
_.theran ............. . 124 2.0 22,2173 1.6 179.6
" Episcopal ..... [P 114 1.8 18,794 1.4 164.9
Other religinus affiliation. 643 10.2 62,537 4.6 97.3
Non-Catholic unclassified® . 610 9.6 65,033 4.8 106.6

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

These schools, except four, are schools from the CIC file not found in the NCES file.

69

-62-
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not gre.tiy different, aver 80 percent of the students are in religiously
affiliated schools. (For discussions of the historical and doctrinal
backgrounds of the var.ous types of schools given in table 2.2.1, as
well as cthers not in<luded here, sce Kraushuar 1972 and Erickson 1978).
Tanle 2.2.2 shecws the distribution of various types of schools,
classified by grade l.vels covered and curriculum. In general the
table shows, for cvpes of curriculum, that there are few vocational-
technical schools outside rhe public school system, but there are com~
parable percentages of special education schools and alternative schoui.,
with some of « h to be found in all types of schools.
Finaliy, table 2.2.3 shows ti.e percentage of male, female, and

coeducations! schools #z- .g private schools of all affiliations, and

table 2.2.4 the percentage of boardirg schools among them. As indicated
earlier, the affiliation breakdowns used here are not use! in later
chapters, which are ba:ed on the High School and Beyond sample o schools
and students. These tables thus serve tc give s: n- senge Lf the kind

of schools contained within the private sector, especially the non-Catholic

.

private sector (or, as it is called later, the "'other private" sector).

] 1Data from NCES on private school enrollments for the 1978-79
5chool year show that about 80 percent of all students who attend private

secondary only" schools are in Catholic schools. The figure of 46
percent given in table 2.2.1 reflects the fact that a great number of
private, non~Catholic high schesl students attend schools that are
classified as "combined element.cy and secondary."

. We are .nd=bted ;o Roy Nehrts from NCES for the tabulations

on private schools, sind to the technical report of the Sage group
(McLaughlin and Wise 1980).

0




TABLE 2.2.2

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAK

Total Schools Secondary g 1ne d Special Vocatlional~
Type of School - onl £lementary- q Technical Alteﬁnative R
Number | Percent y Secondary Education
" A1 schools ......... 18,951 100.0 75.0 18.0 4.0 1.5
Public ......... ... 13,429 100.0 90.1 7.0 0.1 2.2 0.
Private:
No affiliation ....] 2,293 100.0 16.7 50.6 25.2 0.2 7
catholic .......... 1,688 100.0 83.1 7.6 7.3 0.6 1
= Baptist v~ ... ..., 510 100.0 3.9 95.1 0.2 0.0 0
Jewish ............ 157 100.0 45.2 48.4 3.8 0.6 0
Lutheran .......... 124 10u.0 52.4 39.5 7.3 0.9 0
Episcopal ......... 114  100.0 45.6 ° 49.1 1.8 0.0 3
Other affiliation . 643 100.0 16.0 78.9 2.3 0.2 2

NOTE:; Detalls may not add to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: This table is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES school universe file;
excludes schools in tue Curriculum Information Center file for which the NCES file had no data.
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TABLE 2.2.3

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITR DIFFERENT
AFFILIATIONS, BY SEX OF STUDENTS SERVED: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR °

— - , e
v [T reen] | e e

! : § Females

Total private ...... 5,529 100.0 9.2 9.7 I 81.1

No affiliation ....| 2,292  100.0 5.9 2.6 ‘ 91.5

Catholic «eevvvn.. 1,691  100.0 16.6 256 . 579

Baptist ..........|  5C 100.0 0.8 0.0 o 99.2

Jewish «erevniin.. 157 100.0 40.1 6.7 43.2

Lutheran ......... 124 100.0 1.6 0.0 1 98.4

Episcopal ........ © 116 100.C | 16.0 11.4 746

¢ Other ............ 643 1003 | 1.2 1.1 ; 97.7
SOURCE: NORC Scﬂéol Universe Tape. -

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

¢+ 3This table is based only on schrols that appeared on the NCES

school universe file; it escludes schools in che Curriculum Information Center
»# £file for which the NCES file had no data.




TABLE 2.2.4

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF SCHOOLS WITH DIFFERENT
AFFILIATIONS, BY DAY-BOARDING MIX: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR®

g

Affiliation ;i::ii sc:;:iin: Day Only B°S;i;ng sziiigbay

oarding
Total private ...... 5,528 100.0 82.9 3.9 13.2
No affiliation .... | 2,293  100.0 77.5 60 16.6
Catholic ......... 1,691  100.0 89.8 2.7 7.6
BaPLiSt ..v....... 507 100.0 .97.6 0.6 1.8
Jewish ........... 157  100.0 65.0 3.2 31.9
Lutheran ......... 126 100.0 84.7 1.6 13.7
Episcopal ..... .o 114  100.0 50.0 7.0 43.0
Other affiliatiom . 642  100.0 82.1 2.7 15.3

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

%This ¢able is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES
school universe file; it excludes schools in the Curriculum Information
Center file for which the NCES file had no data.
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CHAPTER 3
THE STUDENT COMPOSITION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

This chapter addresses a series of quéstions about the student
composition of public and pravate schools. Two wholly different issues of
economic, religious, and racial segregation are raised by the existence of
private schools. The first,‘ﬁga one to/which most attention has been
glv °, 18 the segregation between the public sector and the private sector.
The second is the segregation that exists among schools within each sector.

Although these issues are different, they are related, because the
criticism that private schools are divisive along economic, religious, or
racial lines points to both forms of segregation. The existence of a private
school alternative may allow those with financial resources to segregate
themselves from the remainder in public school, and the existence of choice
among private schools may facilitate further segregation within the private
sector itself. If, for example, minorities ;ttending private schools are
concentrated in schools enrolling a small péoportion of whites, then having a
large proportion of minority students in the private schools is hardly a
rebuttal to the charge that private ~ducation functions to increase social
divisiveness along racial lines.

Yet matters are not as clear as the rriticism would suggest, because
choice exists within the public sector as well. Residential mobility, the
principal way in which such choice is exercised, has increased over the years,
and, along with it, the potential for families with sufficient resources to
segregate their children f;om otuers, wholly within the publ.c sector. Thus,
an examination of these issues does not merely document the obvious. Rather,

it examines segregating tendencies as they are manifested both within and
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between the sectors or education. For each issue area the analysis begins
with a comparison of segregation between sectors and moves on to a comparison
of within-sector segregation. The basic method used for assessing the extent
of within-sector segregation is described in the appendix.

In addition to the issues related to the racial and ethnic, economic,
and religious compositions of private and public schools, a fourth substantive
area, one that has been growing in importance in recent years, is addressed in
this chapter: the education of handicapped children. Following the
presentation on the other three issue areas are summary tables and a brief
discussion of the role of the private sector in the education of the
handicapped.

Finally, with respect to racial and ethnic segregation between the
public and private sectors, it is useful to gain some sense of the impact of
differences in family resources and other background characteristics on the
entollmert rates of diff-rent groups in the private sector. Of most interest
from a policy perspective would be the impact of reduced tuition on these
rates, through something like an educational voucher or a tuition tax
credit. Da.a from this study are not appropriate for examining this
question. It is possible, however, to estimate the relative importance of
family incom~ on the probability of private school enrollment for different

groups. This is done for blacks, Hispanics, and whites in the last section or

this chapter.
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3.1 The Racial and Ethnic Backgrounds of Students in the
Public and Private Sectors, and Distributions Among Schools
Within Each Sector )

Issues related to the racial and ethnic compositions of private
schools constitute a major component of the controversy surrounding private
education. Policies designed to facilitate private education are frequently
opposed because private schools have sometimes functioned as a means for
whites to escape the racial integration that has been imposed in the public
sector. And it is generally crecognized that private schools enroll
proportionately smaller numbers of minority students, pacticularly blacks and
Hispanics.

Past research supports this claim. Kraushaar's (1972) survey of 251
private secondary achools found that, overall, less than 5 percent of the
total enrollment was of racial or ethnic minority status. Higher proportions
are estimated by more recent studies, however. Abramowitz and Stackhouse
(1980, p. 149), in a survey of 454 private schools in 1977, selected to be
tepregentative of the student populations in private schoole, egtimate 5.7
percent Higpanic students and 8.3 percent black students in the private
sector. The National Assessment of Education Progress estimates 4 peccent
Hispanic students and 12 percent black students of the thirteen year old age
group in private schools in 1980.1 These figures compare with 7.0 percent of
Hispanics and 12.8 percent of Hispanics in the total U.S. 10th and 12th grade
populations (according to our estimates). The estimated proportions of blacks
in the private sector from these last two studies are higher than our own

(which is about 5 percent), though our estimate of the overall proportion of

1The authors thank Barbara Ward of tne National Assessment of
Educational Progress for providing these figures.

~F
~1
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Hispanics (about 6 percent) corresponds closely to the Abramowitz-Stackhouse
estimate.
The High School and Beyond survey was designed to provide accurate

repcesentation of the black and Hispanic student population in American

ES

-

secondary education. The two-stage probability sample that was employed drew
schools as the first—gtage unit and a random sample of students within the
selected schools as the second stage. Oversampling was carried out on seven
types of schools, four of which were included to facilitate ansliyseg concerned
with black or Hispanic students. The normally sampled public schools included
school racial composition as one of the stratification critPria.

Table 3.1.1 shows the distribution of white, black, and Hispar :
students among the three school types, as well as the distributions for the
sophomore and senior classes.1 As prior research and public opinion suggest,
blacks are proportionately overrepresented in the public sector and under-~
repcresented in “he private sector. Averaging over grades 10 and 12, the
percentage of blacks in Catholic schools 1s a little under half that in the
public schools, while the percentage of blacks in the other prvivate schools is
only about a fourth that in the public schools. The percentage of Hispanics
in the private schools 1s much closer to that in the public schools than‘is

the case for blacks. The percentagé in the Catholic schools approximates that

1The race/ethnicity variable is constructed from items BRO89 and BBO90
In the codebook. Students are classified here as Hispanic 1f they gave as
their ocigin or descent any - of the four classes under the heading of
"Hispanic or Spanish” on BB090, regardless of how they responded to BBO8Y.
Students are clausified as white 1f they listed themselves as "white” on BBORY
and did not describe themselves as of Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090.
Similarly, students are identified as black if they listed themselves as
“black” on BBO89 and did not mark Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Thus
congtructed, this variable includes over 95 percent of the students
surveyed. (Nearly all the remainder consists of pecsons who classified
themselves in a racia’ category other than black or white.)




TABLE 3.1.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHITES, BLACKS, AND HISPANICS IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY GRADE: SPRING 1980

Private
U.S. Total Public - -
Race—Ethnicitya Total I Catholic lOther Private
Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Total :enrollment:
3 3,510] 2,783 2,656 S07 854

Sample number .... 29, 504 27,412 25,754 23,902 , 750 ’ ’ ’

Percent ....o00.0 100.0 100.0 1(:0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0|100.0 100.0]100.0 100.0
White ......eieeens 74.9 78.8 713.7 718.0 8€.2 86.2 83.9 85.4 90.4 87.9
Black cececeriecnens 13.9 11.5 14.8 12.2 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.5 2.2 4.7
Hispanic ....eevens 7.6 6.2 7.7 6.3 6.5 5.8 7.5 6.7 4.6 4.2
Other eeeveereseons 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.5 2.9 3.9

NOTE: Fercentages are based on the weighted number of students. Details may not add to totals
due to rounding.

85se the footnote on the preceding page for details on the construction »f the race ethnicitr
variable.
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. in the public schools, and the percentage in the other private schools is
about two-thirds that in the public schools.!

Thus table 3.1.1 shows that the percent of blacks differs considerably
in the public and private sectors, but that the percent of Hispanics 1ig
similac in the public and private sectors. An equally important question,
however, is just how the sectors compare In the segregation among different
‘schools within each sector. On the one hand, even if there were a high pro-
portion of minorities in private schools, a high degree of internal segrega-~
tion among these schools would have the same segregating consequences as if
the proportion of minorities were low. On the other hand, even 1f the public
schools contain a high proportion of minorities, a high degree of internal
segregation within the public schools would have the same segregating
consequences as if the whites were segregated in private schools. It ig

. important to recognize, in examining the measures of segregation to be pre-
sented next, that these address only one of the two components of the overall
impact of the privaté sector on segregation. For this component, that is,
Internal segregation within the sector, the proportion of each racial or
ethnic group in the Qector 1s irrelevant. For segregation between sectors, it
1s only these proportions that are relevant. The overall impact, resulting
from the comtination of these two components, will be discussed after
examining internal segregation of each sector.

Measures of intergroup contact and of intergroup segregation have been
constructed to examine internal segregation. (See the appendix for methods of

calculation.) The measure of contact 1s a measure of the average proportion

1The sampling error on the proportion of Hispanics in other private
. schools is especially high because over half of the Hispanic students sampled
in this sector are in a single school.
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of e<student's schoolmates who are from another group. It is affected both by
the proportion of styflents of the other group in that sector and by their dis-
tribution among the schools of that sector. The measure of segregation was
coustructed by standardizing the measure of contact by the proportion of
students of‘the other group in the sector. Thus it reflects only the
distribution of students among the schools in the sector, given their overall
aumbers. !

Table 3.1.2 presents the 1ndicés of intergroup contact and segregation
as applied to racial and ethnic groups. The measure of interracial contact of
blacks with whites is a measure of the proportion of the average black
students' schoolmates who are white; the measure wcrks in reverse for the
contact of whites with blacks. The values of .38 and .07 in column 2 of table
3.1.2, for example, mean that about 38 percent of the average black child's
classmates in public schools ara white, and that about 7 percent of the
average white student's classmates are black.

The results tell something about the racial distribution within thé
school sectors. Looking first at the reasures of contact, the proportions are
generally consistent wi.h what we would expect, gi en the overall proportions
at the top of the table. That is, since the public sector has about 11 per-—
cent fewer whites than the private sector, we would expect that the proportion
of the average black's and the average Hispanic's schoolnates who are white
would be lower in the public than in the private sgector. Compariug the second

and third columns of table 3.1.2 makes it clear that this is the case.

1These measures are taken from Coleman, Kelly, and Moore (1975, p.
22), where they were developed and used to measure interracial contact and
Interracial segregation. Since their development, they have been used by a
number of investigators, and they now constitute one of the standard ways of
measuring segregation in schools. See Zoloth 1978, Cortese et al. 1976,
Becker et al. 1978, Thomas et al. 1978.

K2




TABLE 3.1.2

. INDICES OF INTERRACIAL AND INTERETHNIC CONTACT AND SEGRESALLON IN
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

F ] 142-

SPRING 1980

T

Index of Contact, sij

For Whites and Blacks

Proportion of the
average black's
schoolmates who

who are white, s, ..
bw

Proportion of the

agerage white's
. * schoolmates who

are black, s

T e s e

wb

For Whites and Hispanics

Proportion of the
average Hispanic's
schoolmates who

are white, s

LA )

hw

Proportion of the
average white's
schoolmates who
are Hispanic, s

h

Index of egation, r. .

X segreg 20, T

. (ranges from 0 = no
seyregation to 1 = a
complete segregation)

Segregation of blacks
and whites

Segregation of
‘ Zispanics and whites..,

.39

.07

.05

.30

.38

.07

.53

.05

.30

61

.03

.57

.04

.29

34

.58

.53

.05

31

.25

u.s ‘Private
Measure e Public :
’ Total | 1 Catholi Other
: Tota atholic Private
Overall proportions

Non-Hispanic whites... .767 .756 .362 .846
Non-Hispanic blacks... .128 137 . »047 .056
Hispanics,.....o00uuu. N70 .071 .062 071

3For ti._ method of calculating the values of 5;; and Ty see
appendix A. Although the value of Uiy is theorectically identical to the
Q value of rj, y slight discrepancies wxil oceur because of rounding.

1
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However, for the average black student, the difference {s much greater than 11
petcent. About 60 percent of the classmates of the average black student in
the private sector are white, as compared with ?50ut 38 percent for the
average black student in the public schools, a difference of 22 pectcent. For
Hispanics, the figuree are mich closer: the average Hispanic student has 52
petcent white classmates in the public sector and 57 percent in the private
sector. The pattern generslly holds when the Catholic and other prcivate
schools are considered separately, the orly exception being the low proportion
of whi.e schoolmates for the average Hispanic in the other ptivate schools
(.40).

Following the same logic. the expected proportinns of the average
white student's classmates who are black and Hispanic won'd be higher in the
public schools (except in the public-Catholic comparisor for Hismanics, where
the proportions should be about equal). The measures of contact are
consistent with expe;tation on this point as well.

The measures of intecgroup segregation within each sector are given in
the bottom two r-ws of table 3.1.2. Comnmaring col mns 2 and 3, it can be seen
that bl ks and whit2s are substantially less segregated in the private sector
than in the publir sector: the black-white segregation index takes on a value
of .49 in the public sector versus 0:ily .29 in the private. Fer Hispanics,
the sectors dre much closer, with the private sector index (.34) indicating
siightly greatet segregation than 1s found in the public sector (.30).

Examining black-white segregation and Hispanic-Angle segcegation
«iinin the Cathulic sector alone (where most of the private secior minorities
are co be four®) shows that in both cases, the internal segr;gation of the

Cathclic sector is less than that (n the public sector--substantially so for

blacks and whites, slightly co for Hispanics and Anglos.
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One might object to this analysis of segregation, arguing that
segregati;ﬁ 1s properly compared only within a local area. For example, part
of the segregation in the public sector results from the fact that blacks and
whites ace distcihuted differently over localitias and cegions of the
countcy. Thus, what appears to be a high degree of segregation (.49 in the
index fer black-white segregation given in rable 3.1.2) is in pact due to
geographic separation. There is, of course. 2 similar effect of geographic
separation on the private sector index as wei..

There is merit to this point that segrega.ion should be measured
within localities. It is not possible, however, to measure the degree of
segregation or interracial contact within each localiity, because the survey
covers only a sample of schools. The closest .hat it is possible *to come is
to examine the internal segregation in the public sector, calculated on a
district-by-district basis and averaged over the country. Data for 1972,
published in 1975, give a figure of of .29 as the average segregation within
districts of the public sector (Coleman, Kelly, and Moore, 1975:34). While
there will have Deen some changes since 1972, it is difficult to know in which
direction. On the one hand, some court-ordecred desegregation has occurred,
but on the other, there has been continuing resegregation (see Farley, et al,,
1380).

This index of average within-district segregation, though not the most
desirable for comparison purposes, is the closest available. It suggests that
the larger part of the .49 segregation calculated for these data remains as
within-district segregation, and thus that the comparison of the wi_..n-sectoc

segregatior measures in the public and private <:ctor, as is done here, asay be

usefully made.




Tuformation from t 2 med!?res of within-sector iutecrgroup contact and

segregation are dispiayed respectively, as the percentages of blacks and
Hispanics attending schools of fcur different racial composition in tablés
3.1.3 and 3.1.4. The first table indicates that over half of the black

.
students in the privgte sector attend schools that are less than 20 rercent
black, but only about a fifth, of the public school blacks attend such
schools. About 45 percent of the black students in the public sector attend
predominantly black schools, compared to 17 percent in the [ fv. te sectort.
Table 3.1.4 shows that, although over half of all Hispanics in both sectors
are in schoois that are less than 20 pecrcent Hispanic, a somewhat higher
percentage of Hispanics in the private sector are in predominantly Hispanic
schools. However, the pattern in the Catholic sector is similar to that in
t'ie public sector.

It 1s possible, however, tc examine segregetion within cach region for
tk2 separate sectors, as a step toward eliminating %le impact of differing
ctacial proportions in different localities. Contac% and segregation measures
were calculated for each of the sectors within the major geographical regions
in the ".S5. The sampl2 of public schools is represents:iva for the nine
census regions of the country. However, the Catholic and other private
samples were selacted to be reprcsentative only for the broader division of
four regions. Consequently, it is possible t; compare for these regions
(East, South, Midvest, and West) the segregation in each of the sectors. For
the ot :»:r private sector, in fact, there are only 27 sch_ols; because of this,
onlv public-Cathc..c cowparisuns may be reasona’)ly made in each region
separately. Other private schools are not repocrted in this regional analysis.

Table 3.1.5 shows first the proportions of non “1spanic whites, non-

Hispanic blacks, and Hispanics in each of the school sectors in each of the




PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR BLACKX STUDENTS
SCHOOLS BY LEVEL OF B3LACK ENROLLMENT:

TABLE 53.1.3

SPRING

1980

IN PULLIC AND PRIVATE

e N -
Percent Black U.s. Publi Private
Enrolled Total Fubirc . | other
Total |Catholic |,
Private
Totals:
Sample number 7,850 6,991 259 783 76
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.u
) to 19 percent 20.6 19.4 53.3 54 .6 48.8
20 to 49 percent 35.2 35.4 30.0 24.90 51.2
50 to 79 percent 1.3 21.2 6.6 8.5 0
80 to 100 percent 2.9 23.4 10.0 12.9 Q
TABLE 3.1.4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR HISPANIC STUDENTS IL
SCHOOLS BY LEVEL OF HISPANIC ENROLLMENT.

1980

PUBLIC AND PRIVATIE
SPRING

5

Percent Hispanic ? u.s. | Public Private
Enrclled : Total Total |Catholic Other
. Private

Totals:

Number 6,680 5,61 1,067 397 70

Percent 100.0 190.u 100.0 100.0 100.0
0 to 1Y percent 59.1 59.7 32.7 58.8 34,1
20 £~ 49 percent 18.2 18.4 16.2 21.90 N}
50 to 79 percent 17.5 6.7 26.6 a5 ba.3
8C to 100 percent 5.2 5.3 4.4 5.8 a

NOTE:

Percentages are

based on the weightea numbers of students,.
Details may not add to torals because »f rounding.

y
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TABLE 3.1.5
. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHI™%S, BLACKS, AND HISPANICS IN

PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOLS BY REGION?:
SPRING 1380

Raze~Ethnicity " U.S. Total Public Catholic
1. East
Number (000s) .... i 11,776 9,612 1,833
Percent .......... : 100.0 ; 100.0 100.0
White .oveuen... 0.9 g 79.4 88.0
Black .......... 11.4 i 12.5 6.0
Hispanic ....... 5.1 | 5.4 4.3
Other .......... 2.7 : 2.8 1.8
2. South ;
Number ......... .o 18,553 f 16,559 1,161
Percent .......... 100.0 | 100.0 1060.0
White .......... ‘ 66.8 } 65.2 79.7
Black .......... 22.9 i 24.4 6.0
Hispanic ....... 7.9 ; 8.1 10.8
Other .......... 2.3 X 2.3 3.5
i ?
. Midwest : ;
. Number ,.......... ; 16,373 t 14,32¢ 1,669
Pércent .......... . 10C.0 ' 100.0 100.0
white .......... : 86.9 ' 86.8 87.4
black .......... | 7.5 ' 7.7 5.1
Hispanic ....... 3.7 | 3.6 .4
Other .......... f 1.9 f 1.9 2.1
;
4. West , X
Number ............ 10,214 X 9,160 776
PErcent ..eevevs... , 100.0 ; 100.0 100.0
White ........... 72.4 72.3 72.0
Black ........... 5.2 5.1 5.4
Hispanic ........ 12.9 1 2.7 16.1
Other ........... 9.7 9.9 a.5

NOTE: Percentages are based on the weighted number of
students. Details may not add to totals due to
rounding.

. “The U.5. Census Regions that the four regions ysed here
and iz tables 3.1.5 and 3.1.7 are composed of are (1) "East": New
England and Middle Atlantic; (2) "3outh": Scuth Atlantic, East —
South Cent:al and West South Central; (3) "Midwest': East North
Central and West dorth Central and (4) "West": Mountain and Pacific.
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four regions. It is first important to note that the standard errors to the
proportions, particularly in the Catholic sector, are quite large. This means
that any interpretations must te dome with recognition that a high degree of

uncertainty is insolved. The comparisons in this section must be regarded

with some caution.

With these precautions, it is useful to note the following indications

from tha data:

1. Catholic schools bave proportions of Hispanies that are
comparable in every region to the proportions in the public
schools.

2. In the Midwest and West, the proportions of blacks in the
Catholic schools do not vary greatly from those in the public
schools. In the East, the Catholic schools have less than half
the proportion uof bla:ks that the publ‘c schools do. In the
South, the disparity is much greater. Catholic schools have only
about a fourth the prorortion of blacks in public schools.

3. The regional differences in proportion of black and Hispanic
. children are themselves great, with a much higher proportion of
black children in the South than in the East, 4idwest, and West.

Turning t. the measures of interracial contact (Syy, and S,p’ and

segregation (ry.) shown in table 3.1.6 for blacks and whites, the following

generalizatious can be drawn:

1. The measures of inter.acial contact, Sbw and wa, indicate that
in all regions except the West, the average black student in the
public sector has a lower proportion of white schoolmates than
the average black in the Cathelic sector. The average white
student in the public sector has a proportion of black
schoolmates equal to that for the average Catholic sector white
in the Midwest and West. 1In the East and-—to a much more
pronounced exteut--in the South, the average public school white

has a higher proportion of black schoolmates than the average
Catholic school white.

2. The measure of segregation, Ty Shows that the segregation of
blacks and whites is substaniaYly lower in the Catholi: sector
than in the public sector acrcss all regions, except in the West.

Table 3.1.7 shows the measures of interethnic contact and segregation

. for Hispanics and Anglos. Looking firs: at the measures of contact, Sy, and

ERIC 89
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. TABLE 3.1.6

INDICES OF INTERRACIAL CONTACT AND SEGREGATION? FO'. BLACKS AND
WHITES IN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOLS BY REGION:
SPRING 1980

“T.S. and . d 4
Measure Regional Totals Public | Catholic
1. Overall National
Sbw Ceresetsens .39 .1e .58
wa tetreeeseen .07 .07 .04
wa Cesrseeseen .49 .49 :1
2. East
Sbw ceteereaeas .38 .37 .63
wa cersseerens .05 .06 .05
H
wa ceresesenes .52 .54 i .22
3. South !
{
|
e Sbw“‘“"“" 4l .41 : .61
i
wa ceeeersanas 14 .15 | .05
wa cereeeeneas .38 .37 ! .24
4. Midwest~Nortk ’
Sbw ceresreiees .33 .32 f .50
"wb .03 .03 .03
H
wa ceetereanes .62 .64 | 42
5. West
Sbw ctereecanen 41 gl : .39
wa............ .03 .03 .03
Rb Cereaseseas 43 A 46
w

aSbw: The proportion of ine average black student's schocl-

mates who are white.

wa: The proportion of the average white student's school-
mates who are black.

. Ry (mathematically equal to R b): The degree to which blacks
and whites are segregateg; ranges from 0 = no segregation
to 1 = complete segregation.

90
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TABLE 3.1.7

INDICES OF INTERRACIAL CONTACT AND SEGREGATION® FOR HISPANICS
AND ANGLOS IN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOLS BY REGION:

SPRING 1980

) Measure %E&ig;ai ;::als I Public Catholiz—
l. Overall National

Shw ............ .53 .53 .63

Swh ........... . .05 .05 .05

Rhw ........ .30 .30 .25
2. East

Shw ............ .49 47 .61

Swh ............ .03 .03 .03

Rhw .............. .39 .40 .30

3. South

Sh ............ .48 .46 .65

Swh ............ .06 .06 .09

Ry rooveerenens .29 .29 .19
4. Midwest

8w tecscans ’ .74 .73 .78

Swh ............ .03 .03 .05

Ry soreoreenees .15 .16 .11
5. West

Shw ............ .52 .54 46

Swh ...... cesens .09 .10 .10

Ry sreeeeeenens .8 .25 .36

a

hy® The propartior of the average Hispanic student's
schoolmates who are Anglo.

Swh: The proportion of the average Anglo student's school-
mates who are Hispanic.

L}

R, ., (mathematically equal to R,p): The degree to which
Hispanic and Anglo are segregated; ranges from 0 = no

segregation to | = compléte segregacrion.
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Sgns 1t 1is generally the case that the average Hispanic in the public schools
has a lower proportion of Anglo schoolmates than does the averag2 Hispanic
Catholic school student in all regions except the West. The public and
Catholic sectors are much more similar in terms of the average Anglo students'
proportion of Hispanic schoolmates. Turning to the measure of segregation,
Chws the Cathelic sector i1s less segregated along these lines in all regions
except the West.

In summary, several conclusions about within-sector and between-sectort
racial and ethnic segregation can be stated. For Hispanics, very little
difference exists between the public and private sectors, either with respect
to the proportions of Hispanics in each sector, or witan respect to the
internal distribution of Hispanics within the schools of each sector. The
distribution of Hispanics between public and private schools is about the same
as that of non-Hispanic whites. Within cach soctor the degree of segregation
between the two groups is not especially high, and it 1s about the same in the
public and private sectors.

The results for black-white segregaticn are consiqerably moce
complex. There i8 a substantially smaller proportion of blacks in the private
sector than in the public sector--less than half as high a proportion in the
Catholic schools, and less than a quarter as kigh in the other private
schools. But information on the internal segregation between blacks and
whites within each sector gives a different picture: the public sector has a
substantially highecr degree of segregation than the private sector (or either
of its two components separately). Thus, the integrating impact of the lesser
degree of segregation within the private sector counteracts the segregating

impact of the lower pcroportion of blacks in that sector.

2
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What is the end resulg of these conflicting tendenzies, the overall é%?
impact of private schooling on black-white segregation? An answer can be
obtained'hy comvoaring the overall black-white segregation among all high
schools, both public and private, to the segregation expected if students
cucrently in private schools were absorted into the public system. It is
assumed that students would be distribuced among schools within the public
sector in exactly the way whites and blacks are currently distributed in the
public sector. Although differences found in such a comparison would be quite
small, since only 10 percent of the student population would change schools,
the direction is important.

Assuming that no private gchools existed, and tiat blacks and white;
currently in Private schools were absorbed into ti» puplic schools wich
exactly the same distcibution among;schools as 1s currently found in the
public schools, the degree of segregation for che'total U.S. student
populac.ion would be that given by the segr ation index for the public sector,
.49 (see row 8, column 2 of table 3.1.2). Comparing this to the current
segregation index for all U.S. students, also .49, suggests that the two
tendencies cancel each other out.

The assumption that blacks and whites cucrently in private schools
would %e absorbed into public schools with the same distribution as found
currently in public schools is, howev~r, a strong assumption, one which has
been criticized. It is useful to examine some elements of this assumption.
Ficst, {t 1s useful to think of the segregation index of .49 for the public
schools in the :ountry as a whole as composed of two parts: the segregation
among =schools within the sar.e district, and racia) segregation due to blacks

and whites living in different districts (for example, in different parts of

the country). 1It is principally tne first which is of {nterest, although both
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are contained {n the figure of .49 shown for the public schools in table
3.1.2. (The figure of .29 mentioned earlier estimates the within-district
component of this, though for an earli=r date, 1972.) Or, more accurately, it
is not only the within-district component that is of interest, but the
“within~iocality” component, which for a city consists of the city and
suburbs. The reason this 1is of interest, crather than the smaller confines of
district or the largerareas of regioa or nation, is that the extent of the
relevaat area 1s the area to which students from a private school could be
expected to enter I1f the private school were closed.

We have assumed private schools are located in areas where the public
schools have a racial composition equal to tha nationa’ average. 1If, as is
shown later to not be the case (in table 3.5.1), they are located in areas
that have a higher proportion of whites than the national average: absorption
into the public sector ;ould ir 2zease the segregation index by increasing the
between-localities component.

We have also assumed that within-district segregation in the
localities where private schools are located is equal to the na‘ional average,
so that absorption into the public schnols would mean absorption into
districts which showed a within-district segregation equal to that of the
national average. Without having district-by-district knowledge of this, that
assumption cannot be tesced. We can, however, go one step .teward this by
carrying out the same comparison at the regional level as was made at the
national level. That 1is, instead of treating the whole nation as if i: were a
single school district tor purposes of comparison, we can go one 3tep below

¥
and treat regions as 3ingle dist icts~~because the sample of public and

private schools was designed in such a way as to be cegionally re~resentative,
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This regional comparison can be made by referring back to table
3.1.6. That table shows, despite the fact that regions do differ in
proportion black, most of the segregation 1s not between regions, but
within. The regional measures of segregation in the public school- (.54, .37,
.64, .44) are not generally lower than the national measure (.49). Second, in
three regions, everywhere except the South, the segreg.tion index in the
public schiols 1s higher than that for the public and private schools
together, indicating thrt in those regions, absorption of private school
students into the public sector in the way publi: sectur students are
curcently distributed would increase overall segregation.

While in the South the overall impact of private schools is in a
slightly segregative direction, the data show that, in the other three
regions, their impact is in a slightly integrative direction. This is the
tesult of two factors: the public schools in the ¢ uth are.more integrated
thar those of any other region; and thé differefice- between the proportion
black in the public schools of the South and the private schools in the region
is especia}ly great. Thus the extent of the largely segregated’ private
sch;ols whizh grew up in the South after desegregation in the late 1960s and
early 1970s is, togeLher:with the low degree of segregation in the putlic
sector, sufficlent to make the overall impact of the private schools 'n that
region a slightly segregative one. '

The regional pattern of contact and segregation for Hispanics and
Anglos is similar to that fur black-white contact and segregation, with the
West for Hispanics replacing the South for blacks. However, there ig a
difference. 1In the South, the segrezative impact of the Catholic sector is
through an underrepresent.tion of blacks in that sector, not internal

segregation. 1In the West, the segregative impact of the Zatholic sector is

a5
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not tt rough underrepr *ation, but through greater internal segregation
between Anglos and Hispanics within the Catholic sector. 1Imn the other three
regions, the internal segregation is less in the Catholic sector, and
comparison of Cpy 10 the public sector with the region total shows that the
overall contribution of the Catholic sector is toward reduced segregation.
In the West, however, the overall contribution is toward increased segregation
(.28 compared to .25), and in contrast to all other comparisons, the internal
segregation within the Catholic' sector is greater than that in the public.
7 7Overall, thes: cegional comparisons indicate that for both blacks and
Hispanics, the Cathélic schools 1in three regions of the country are not only
less internally segregated than the public schools, but have an overall
integrative impact on the system. However, this pattern is reversed for
blacks in the South and for Hispenics in the West. In the South the reversal
i3 due to the much greate; proportion of blacks enrolled, and in the West to
the greater internal segregation between Hispanics and Anglos in the Catholic
sector.

These two regional discrepancies suggest what may be a broader
principle, since both occur in the region where the given minority (blacks in
the South, Hispanics in th: West) 1is most n&merous. The prfnciple suggested

is that schools in the private gector will be more likely to exert a

segregative impact where the proportion minority is greater.
3.1.1 Alternative Measures of Segregation

The index €4 used in this section and throughout the chapter, is
only one of several commonly used indices of segregation. Others are the dis-
similarity index, the Gin{ coefficient, and an information-theoretic measure.

(The measure we have used is sometimes described as a variance~based measure.)

%6
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" _ Calculations of these measures of racial and ethnic segregation in the public
and private sectors 1is carried out in the appendix and we will summarize
the results here. The information-theoretic segregation index ranks nearly
all grougg in the samevordet as the:rij measure, with the following excep-
rions: it gives a Hispanic-Anglo segregation index i. the private sector that
1s slightly smaller than that for the public sector, while the €5 private
sector index is slightly larger. The Gini and dissimilaricy indices show
-smaller black-white segregation ia the private sector as a waole and in the
Catholic- sector than in the public sector, but unlike ty; and the information
theory index, give larger values for the other private éectot. In the case of
Hispanics, these two indices show higher segregation of Hispauics and Anglos
in the Catholic sect~r than in the public sector, unlike £y § and the

¥

information theory measure.
L 3

‘ In general, the measures divide into two groups. The variance-based
and information-theoretic measures behave similarly, and the dissimilarity
index and the Gini coefficient behave similarly. The construction of the
Information-theoretic and variance-based measures makes them explicitly
relative to the proportionhof each race in the sector; thus they separate out
information about the prop;rtion of _ach race that is ia the sector and treat
this information strictly in the context of between—sector segregation. This
1s even more explicitly done in the information-theoretic measure than in the
variance-based measure. The dissimilarity index and the Gini coefficient do

not do this, but incorporate in the measure information about the unevenness

of the division between cacial groups in the _actor as a whole.
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3.2. The Economic Backgrounds’ of Students in the Public_prq Private Sectors

and Distribytions of Students Among Schools Within Each Sector-

Although the possible divisivenegs of private schoels along cacial
lines has received considerable attention in recent years, the first such
concern was Yith economic divisiveness. This is the normal form ‘that public-
private stratification would take, since private schools are' costly to the

user and public schools are free. And i:c is the stratification that comes to
[}

mind when the elite private schools are discussed.

o

'However, a. large number of private schools do not fit this imagéikgThc

‘Catholic schools were not designed for an upper class el’te, and many. of the

+

other private schools are also based on religious values rather than social

S

class homogeneity. Consequently, despite fhe fact that sending a child to
private schcol costs parents money while sending a'child‘to,d/eublic school
does not, the diverse otigins and af‘iliations of private schools suggest that
private schools as a whole may serve students with economic backgroun{g not
greatly different from those of students served by public schools.

But even if this:is true, it addresses only the question of economic

~

eegregation between the public and private sectors, nc- economic segregation

within the private sector. And, if there are elt*r :~hools and nonelite

scfools in the private sector, there must be a considerable degree of economic
‘ +
segregation among schools within that sector. N

Yet questions of eqonomic/segregatibn between the private and public

school sectors and within the private sector do not exist in a vacuum. They

-

1

exist, rather, within the framework of some degree of economic stratification
among schools in the public sector itself. The residential geographic
mobility that facilitates a degree/of racial homogeneity in public schools, as

shown in the preceding section, also facilitates a degree of economic

' . L] S’E} .. . E

N
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homogeneity. Thus, the tendencies of private schrools that lead to economir

stratification between the private and public sectors, or within the private
sector, mus£ be seen in a context of economic stratification within the public
school sector.

Consequentl}, the task involves examining the degree of economic
stratification between the private and public sectors of education, the deg. e
of stratificatios within the private ;ector as compared to that yithin the
public seétor, a;d finally, as in the case of ra-e and :thnicity, the overall
contribution of the private sector td economic segr..gation. -

Looking first at the distributions of studentz berueceu sectors, table
3.2.1 and figure 3.2.1 show that the directions of the economic differences
among—student; in the public and private sectors are consistent with what past
resegrch and popula; conception lead us to expect. The private sector as a
whole has an income distribution somewhat higher than th;t of the public
sector, with a median 1hcome of $23,200, compared to $18,700 %or the public
sector. Within the private sector, the differences are also in the expected
direction: $22,700 fét the students in Catholic schools, compared to $24,300
for t&b séudents in other private schools. At the same time, tune income
distribution In each sector is quite broad. Of particular interest is the

fact that the private sector does not contain students from homogeneous

economic backgrounds, nor does either of its two ma jor subsectors. The

greatest differences between the public and private sectors occur, as one

might expect, at the extremes. At the lower extreme, both of the private -
subsectors have proportions of students from families, with incomes of less
than $12,000 that are less than half as high as those in the public sector.

At the upper extreme, the Catholic schools have almost twice as high a

™~

proportion, and the other private schools almost three times as high ¢

proportion, of students from families Qith‘fncomes of $38,000 or more.




-59-

. , - " TABLE 3.2.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FROM VARIOUS ECONOMIC BACKGROUNDS AND
‘MEDIAN FAMILY INCOMES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

X

Amouét of Monev ) Private
Familvy Mak in U.S. Total Public:*
] ) - - A . . Other
a fearaeqi!!; ; Total _Catholic srivate
Totals: )
Numbey 49,567 T 43,391 6,176 - 4,614 1,562°
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0° 100.7 100.0
$h,999 or lass 7.2 7.7 2.6 2.4 2.9
$7,000 to $11,999 11.9  ~ 12.5 . 6.3 *rhL3 6;3
T s
512,000 to $15,999 167 1722 |~ 12.s |7 12,8 1..5
514,000 to $19,999 18.7 19.0 6.6 |+ 17.3 15.2
$20,000 to $24,999 18.1 - 18.0 19.2 20.7 18.1
$25,000 to $37,999 | - 15.0 145 18.5 20,4 1500
R -~ - ’—g
. $38,000 or more 12.4 1.1 . 24.5 20.1 32.8
¢ -
- Median Incomeb 519,000 518,700 523,200 §22,700 ' $24,300
\/"\ ) \ )

. ’ Y
NOTE: Percentages are based on the weighted numbers of students. Details
Ddy GOL adu to totals oecause of rounaing.

-

4Taken from responses to éBfOl, "Which (of seven groups) comes
closest to the amount of money your family makes in a yezr?".

bMedian income ié obtained by finear interpolation within the income
- category in which the 50th percentile falls.

3

A




Percent
401

Public

. Bl catnoiic
' PZDother Private

201

IR

4 5 6
Family iIncome Level
» 1-‘1{ 3.2.1:

o

Percent of students in public, Catholic, and other private
schools by family income level: Spring 1980. *

These differences suggest that a number of possible factors are
education.

functioning %o reduce the accessibility of lower income students to private

their accessibility.

Foremost among thase 1s simply the cost of private education.
residential concentrations of lower income families, thus further reducing

But
it may also be that private schools tena to be located at some distance from

L ]

While such an analysis of location cannot be included in
this report, further reseatch in this direction would be useful’

3
- ~ *
The second question relevant to examining the contributien of private

schools to economic stratification cdncerns the distributions of students from

-

different income levels within the sectors ard school types. While it was °*

10}

ir
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ipown that poorer students are underrepresented and wealthier students

~
) ~ . - .
overrepresented in the private sector taken as a’whole, asking whether

students from different economic backgrounds who are enrolled in each sector
af%end,the same schools ot éifferent ones 1s quite another juestion. To
address this question, the measures of contact and segregation ‘that were used
for rac; and ethnicity can be used again. The varialle identifying\student
econoﬁic baékgrounds, BB101l, 1s collapsed into 'three categories for %his
analysis: below 312’,600, between $12,000 and $20,000, and a.>ve-$20,000.
Sq&regatidn was examined between those below'$12,000, about 19 ﬁircent-of the
Eogal, and those above $20,000, about 46 percent of the total.

Table 3.2.2 gives the results of the computations. As the overall
proportions (given at the top of the table) would lead us to expect, the
measures of eonta.ct, sij’ s'nm; that the average low~income student in the
public sector ras a lower proportion of schoolmates from high-income familigs
éhan such a student in the pri;;te sector (.323 versus .499, colhmns 2 and
3). The disparity between the proportions o} low=income schoolmates for tﬁe
average high-income student in tlie two sectors 1is even more pronouncedf~tﬁe
high-income student'in ‘the private sector has less than half as high a’

proportion of lower income schoolmates as th% high-income student in the

public sector (.070 versus .148). e

» 3

These measures of contact values reflect both the propsctions of high-

it b

and low-income gtudents in the sector as a whole énd the distribution of these
students whkthin each sector. The index of gegregation values given at the
bottom of the table, which standardize on the proportion of each group in the

1
sector, show, by sector, the economic segregation of students from the two

F

different income backgrounds. As in the case of race and ethnicity, the

degree of economic segregation 1s lower in the private sector as a whole, and

N

: ‘ | - 4
f .
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TABLE 3.2.2
‘ INDICES OF CONTACT AND SEGREGATION OF PUPILS FROM HIGHER AND

- . LOWER INCOME FAMILIES IN PUBLLC -AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:
SPRING 1980

Private
Measure U.s.

Total Public Other

Total | Catholic | private
. ! &

Qverall Proportions:
High Incomx ("over

.595 .577 .A29

=~
y—
y—

$20,000" on\ BB100n)3 .429

. Low Income {"under . .-
$12,000" .on.B88100)3 . .178 .188 .084 .N82 .084%

Index of Contact, Si::b .
Proportion of the l

- average low income
student’'s schoolmates N !

who are from high

" income families .321 .323 .499 475 - .542°

. Proportion of the . .

. average high income &
. student's schoolmates

who are from low

income families ’ 137 .148 .070 .068 .075

B

4

- Index of segregatiom, L, b
Segregation of high

, income stydewt¥ from

low income students .23 o-2l W16 .18 T

“ —p—
[N

g

<= %Takea from responses to BBL0O, "Which (of three groups) comes closest
to the amount of money your family makes in a year?". o

b1-'01' the method calculating the values of si4 and rijy, see the Appendix.
Although the value of r,, is theoretically identical to.the value of r

; ji:
slight discrepancies wiﬂ occur due to rounding.

-
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internal segregation are much less here than in the case of black-white
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in the Catholic and other private sectors sepafately, than in the public
sector. But the differences between the public and private sectors in
P
segregation.

With ecoromic segregation, then, there is the same counterbalancirg
tendency as foﬁnd in the case of racial segregation: high economic
backgrounds are overrepresented in the private sector, but the private sector

1s less internally segregated than 1s the public. The overall levels of

economic segregation are considerably lower than those of black-white

segregation (for example, in the public sector, .21 versus .49), but a similac’

counterbalancing pattern holds. ) A )

Similarly, the question is asked, as in the case of black-white
segregation, what is the oéerall impact of these two counterbalancing
tendencies? Again, this 1s done by comparing eepnomic segregation among

+

schools for all sectors together (the U.S. total in the table) to that for the
- L
public chtor. This comparison shows the economic segregation, aggng.u.s.

schools as a whole, that would result from private scheool students being’

t
-

absorbed into the public schoo}s and distributed among public schocls .3

curcent public school students are. Here the compatfson of .23 to .21 shows .
that the cverail impact of the private sectqt increases slightly the Aegreg of
economic segregation, rather than effect an exact counterbalancing, as in the

c;se of black-white segregation. } .
X The similarity of pattern in the cases of racial and economic

segregation raises a question aboutAwhethé; there might be a common cause. 4
That is, in both areas, the segregation within the private- sector is less than

that within the public sector, while in both'areas the privatd gector has .

higher proportions of the population group with greater resources (in the *

1n4
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. black-white comparison, whites; in:the economic comparison, higher-income
L]

groups).
2

Two related explanations seem,plausible, both based on the assumption

that parents will att%mpt to have their childt?n in schools with others who

»

y W
are likely to do well in school, and that those parents vith greater resources . "’7/

(higher incomes, or white) will be better able to do this. The explanations

are: ’
l. The proportion of lowest income students and the proportion of black *
students ard® lower in the private schools than in the public
) schools: Thus the parent.who has chosen the private gector will be
less concerned that the norms of the school and the standards of
instruction will be brought down by students that the parent, a -
~ priori, assumes are more iikely to have such an impact, that is,
students from low-income families and black students (who of course
. are often from low-income backgrounds). Public school parents will
* +.have the same general concecrns, but;, with a higher proportion of low-~
income or black (or both) students in the sector as a whole, will
- marifest those concerns by moving their children to schools where the
proportions are lower, if they have the resources tu do so. It is
. white, higher income families who more often have such resources, and
) the end result i1s a higher degree of internal segregation.

2. Private schools, as will be evident in subsequent chapters, have'
greater control of their students amd exercise stronger discipline
than do public schools. This is based, to a considerable degree, on

- the fact that private schools can erpel gtudents or use cther
4/ ) disciplinary measuvres with much less legal constraint, and much more
parental acquiescence, than the public schools. This stronger
discipline means that a parent concerned about the school's norms and
standards will be more asgured in_the private sector thay those norms
and rtandards are maintained by the staff, rather than'igéng shaped
- by the type of student body. Consequently, the private 3¢hool parent
will be less concerned ahout student body compositiqn, since that
student body 1#” kept in hand” by the st + Public school parents
with the same general concerms, but seeing norms and standards
more shaped by the composition of the student body, will exert
greate: effort to have their children in schools where they see that
composition favorable to school achievement. Parents with greater
teso*ises will be more successful in this, thus leading to :reater
racial' and economic segregation in the public than in the private
sector. " -

f
h
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3.3 The Religious Backgrounds of Students in Public and Private Sectors
and Distributions of Students Among Schools Within Each Sector

)
Historically, issues of religious divisiveness have been central’to
debates concérning'p;ivate education. Althouéh.ec?nomic differences ?re an
important fartor in private school enrollment, religious concer;s have Been,
. . i -
anﬁ continue to be, probably the strongest motivating force in parents'’
. 3
decisions to send.their ch}ldren to private schools. This motivation can be
better seen, perhaps, in otheF‘countqies. Some countries have state-supported
scnools operated by religious groups, along with secular schools, while in .
other count : the major sectors of publicly supported education are those
operated by different'religious denominations.
As pointed out in chapter 1, about 80 percent of prtvaté sector

students are enrolled in schools aff;fiated with some specific religious

denomination. This suggests that affirming bas{p religious values within the

4 -

context of formal education is a major determinant of private school
enrollment. This choice usually presents no prublen. But when the question
of ‘public aid to private education is raised, many see ; con%lict with the
commitment of the ﬂnitg& St;tes to the separation of church and state. In
éddgtion to the consgitut%oqal question, there is'a social issue in the
potential divisiveness of the 6r£entation§ of religiously affiliated schools.
Specifically, it 1s sometimes argued that the existence of religiously affili-
ated gghools isolates youth of different faiths and generates 1ntoler§g§g of

other religious faiths. Traditionally, this .argument has been appl&sd pri-
; .

marily té Catholic schools, and, because only the numbers of Catholic schools

Y

in the sample are sufficient to allow analysis. in this area, the analyses

concucted here will focus on Catholic schools. 1In particular, the extent to

- [ ! » .
which Catholic and.non-Catholic students are segregated from each other, as a

i

. ) H
result of private education, will be examined.

) -
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. and other private sectors has a r.ch smaller proportion of Catholic
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Table 5.3.1 gives a picture of thg proportiorns of the students from each of
the major re&igiOus groups in ea'h school sector. With the ékeeption of
Episcopalians, Catholics, and Jews, the public and the non-Catholic private R
sectors tend to be quite similar. While Catholics represent the overwﬁelming
majority of student enroliment in the Catholic schqol sector,ithe Catholic . !
contingent in the public schools (30.7 percent) means that, given the
numerical bases, most Catholics are in the public schonls. In adéition, and
perhaps contrary to general assumptions, the relative percentages of Baptists
and Lutherans are smaller in the non-Catholic private sector than they are in

the public sector, despite the traditionally strong Lutheran schools and the

s

increasing number of Baptist schools. ) .

Table 3.3.1 shows that tbere are sharply different proportions of

-

Catholic students in the public, Catholic, and other private sectors. The

next question concerns the distribution of Zatholic student; within each of -
the sectors (and, 1f the sample of other private schools werg”much larger,
A}ould also ipcludelthe distribution of students of other religious backgrounds
awong the cchools in that sector). Information on this distribution is given
in table 3.3.2. This table shows that thezaverage Catholic student in the -
Catholic school sector indeed has a verj low proportion of schoolmates who are s N

non-Catholic (.081), and that the average non-Catholic student in the public

i

schoolmates (.240_and .125 compared to .805). Turning to the index of

Ssegregation, which standardizes on the differing proportions {P each sector ,

. A
(glven in the last row of the table), it is not the case that non-Catholics

\ v

and Catholics are more segregated within.the Catholic sector than are non-
1

Catholics and Catholies in pu%lic and other private schools. The opposite is

-

true: non-Catholic and Catholic students are the least segregated from one

1
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TABLE 3.3.:

s

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FROM VARIOUS RELIGIOUS N
- BACKGKOUNDS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980
——_—aa -
Refigious U.s. i Private
Background Total Public Other
g Total | Catholic| j. -
. - Private
Tstals: _
Number?........ | 3,490 46,481 7,009 5,240 1,769
Percent ....... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
BAPtiSt seveerens 21.0 22.5 7.4 F 1.9 { 18.0
\Y) .
Methodist .. ..... 8.6 9.3 3.0 1.0 6.8 .
A » -
Lutheran ). .~..... 6.2 6.7 2.0 1.0 4.0
Presbyterian .... 4.5 4.7 2.8 1.1 6.1 .
Episcopalian ceee o2, ’ 2.0 3.1 | 0.7 7.8-
Other Protestaut. 4.1 4.2 3.1 0.7 7.7 1
Catholic seeeenn. 34.2 30.7 65.8 | 90.9 17.4 N
Other Christans . 6.5 6.8 3.6 0.9 8.9.
Jewish tieeeeives 2.1 1.9 4.2 0.3 11.9. - : .
Other religion .. 4.3 4.5 . 1.8 é 0.4 4.5 .
i .
gNone ...ecevnnnn. 3y 6.4 6.8 3.1 1.2 6.9 / . .
| !
/ | ‘ i
. NOTE: Percentages are ‘based on the weighted numbers of students.
Details may not add to totals because of rOundlng
%The total number reflects the usable responses to BB091 ('"What
is your rellgxous background?") and therefore differs slightly from other
totals given in this sectxon. .

i
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TABLE 3.3.2

INDICES OF jCATHILIC/OTHER REiIGIOUS BACKGROUND

!

Measure

e

U.S. Total

Puhlic

CUNTACT AND SEGREGATION IN PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

Private

Total Cacholic

Other
Private

Overall Proportions:

Catholics

Other religious
background

Index of contact

LR for Catholics
é "Others':

]
an
Proporticy of the

average Catholic's

schoolmates who
ard "Other"

Proportion of the

average '"'Other's"

schoolmates who

are Catholic

. -
Index of segregation,

‘Eij (ranges from

0 = no segregation to
1= complete
segregation)d

462

L2341

.30

.307

.97

.558 .309

.342 091 |

127 .081

244 .865

A3 11

.590

.28

%or the method of calculating the values of .4 and L, ., see

] ]
appendix A. Although the value of r_ , is theoretically identical to the

, i R !
value of rji’ slight discrepancies wiil occur because of rounding.

T,
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. another in the Catholic schools (.11). Somewhat surprisingly, Catholic

, Students are the most gsegregated in the non-Cacholic privaté schools, though

in no case is rhe extent of segregation very high.

~

Overall religious segregation in U.S. schools as a whole is ﬂigher
N than éhat in any single sector, because of the concentration of Catholics in
Catholic schools. However, it is:lower than black-white segregation and about
the same astﬂispanic-gnglo,segregation (.30 compared td .49_6; .30).

We would expect the‘Catholic/non-Catbolic segregation within the
private gector as a Vhole to be higher than that in the public sector or
either of the'private gsectors separately, and it is (.635. This means that,
in contrast to ﬁhe case of black-white segéegétion, policies that would draw

€

children from the public secto~ to the private sector would move them from a

sector of lower religious segregation to a sector of higher religious
- *
. segregatioé,

It is also possible to ask, as was dore for racial, ethnic, and

economic segregation, just what is the overall contribution of private schools

to relirious segregation among schools in the United States. The current degree -

of segregation, s shown in the table, is .30. . If students from the private
sector were absorbed into the public sector and distcibuted themselves exactly
as those currently in the bublic'Sector, the degree of segregation would be

.22. Th s ..e private schools do contribute to the gegregation of Catholic and

non-Catholie students, raising the segregation 1ﬁdex from .22 to .30.

!
i\

3.4 Handioapped Students ™n Public and Private Schools
!

o

The final category of students that this chapter examines is the '
handicapped. Information about enrolled handicapped students is obtained from

. students' y-reports and from the school questionnaire. While neither
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% .
provide a wholly satisfactory information scurce, both give some information
|

about handicapped sEudents. Although t;ble 2.2.2 in the previous ;;apter
shows that there is a considerably higner proportion of rmecial education /
schools in the private sector than in the public, table 3.4.1, based on
student report*x indicates that the public schools enroll a somewhat higher
proportion of handicapped students than the private schools in our sample.
Howevﬁr, the differenges ‘between sectors in table 3.4.1 are rather small for
those repog&‘ng "some” kind (that is, including less severe kinds) of handi-
cap.l The third row in the table, which reflects more serious hardicaps,
shows a somewhat greater difference. About three-fifths as high a proportion
of the Catholic and other private school students as of the public school
students ;eported a limiting handicap. .

When principals' respaases are used to estimate the percentages of
handicapped children in these schools, the differences are more proaounced
(tc .e 3.4.2). These repor.s iadicate that the average percentage of the
student vody that is handicapped in .he public sector is more than double that
of non-Catholié private schools, and over four rcimes that of Catholic
schools. The reason for this discrepancy .betwzen schoolzreports and student
reports is not clear. A comparison with'Egble 3.4.1, which shows much les;
difference between sectors, suggests thepossibility that students are
classifiéd as handicapped in public schools who would not be chésified as

handicapped in private schools. Three reasonhs for such a difference in

classification sqsg possible: (1) 1in the larger schools found in the public

1Some of the students in private speclal education schools are, paid
for by public funds. Where the students' handicaps were so severe that they
could not fill out a questionaire, or when schooling did not terminate with a
high school diploma, the school was ineligible by definition from the
population of schools and students to be studied.

- ‘ 111~
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‘ TABLE 3.4.1

PERCENT OF STUDENTS REP&;;}NG HANDICAPS IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING -1980.

Private
U.S. Total Public - a -
: P Other
Togal Ca-"élic Private
Percenf with some .
handicap other than
visual (BBO87A, 87C, |* s ‘ )
D, E, For G) - 12.0 12,2 ¢ . 9.4 8.3 11.2
Percent yith visual
- h§ndicap (BBOQ7B) 13.0 12.7 16.1 , 17.2 13.8
Percent with a
physical coadition,
oo limiting work or
v aducation {(38088) 7.1 7.4 4.7 4.7 -
/ N
TABLE 3.4.2 -
. MEAN PERCENT OF SCHOOL'S STUDENT BODY THAT IS HANDICAPPED
AND CRITERIA USED TO CLASSIFY, FOR PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE SCHOQLS AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS:
, . SPRING 1980 \
) ‘ Private
u.s. thal Public T
. . - . Other
. Total Catholic Private
‘Mehn percentage of ,
students clasgified
as handicapped , ) R
~ (SBO34 + SBOO2A) .. 4.2 4.9 1.5 1.1 ~. 2.3
Percent of schools . J
, using various iy .
criteria to
classify students
standard test ... 74.9 90.1 T 8.1 33.0 18.2 ©
Federal ,
gaidelines .... 74 .4 91.7 18.0 23.4% 7.1
//
. State -
guidelines .... 79.5 96.h 22.0 28.9 12.9
. ' |
Counselor's
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sector, children who would be able to functrion normalf? in a smaller school

must be classified as special and treated in a different faskion: (2) there is

in the public sector an administrative incenti -n the form of government aid

for classifying children as handicapped, an incentive that does not exist or

exists less often in the private sector; and (3) the more severely handicappet

students, who would not respond to the surv8y, may be more numerous in the
. *
public sector. In any case, the data are not sufficient for making strong

inferences about the relative' proportions of handicapped children in public

and private schools.

3.5 Factors Affecting Access to Private Edu.ation -

The examination of private school student composition hLas thus far

focussed on the distributions of stggents from various backgrounds between and

within the educational sectors. An important general conclusion is that the

extent of within-private sector segregétion along racial and eccnomic lines is

lower thdn that found in the public schools, and that there is betwcen-sector

szgregation because blacks and lower-incope students are substantially

undevrepresented in private education.

Before turning to an examination of why certain groups are

underrepresented in the private sector, it i1s useful to“comment on the within-

sector segregation. The higher degree of within-sector segregation in the,

public gdector over the private sector is striking, because it is ordinatily

overlooked when asking about the iu,ant of private schools on segregatio&.

The data serve as a reminder that the public schools of the United States

constitute a cather highly stratified and differentiated set of schools, not

the cémmon schnol envisioned by Horace Mann.

In this section we will make an effort to address the analytical ques-

tion of what factors affect different students' chances of enrolling in a
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private school. Turning first to the 1ssu; of the underenrollmenc of blacks

in private educatinn, three factors in particular are worth examining as hypo~ ‘

theses amenable to empirical test. First, the geographic location of(privar:

schools may account for some part of the difference between public and p.ivate

sch. ols in thelr proportion of black students. Private schools may tend to be

located in areas with lower propArtions of blacks than is-true for pubiic i
r ,

schools. Second, income differences between black ane white families are

likely to accouﬁt for annther part of the difference.t Third, religious dif-

fefences among racial or ethnic gréups may play a part. The fact éhat blacks

account for some part of cheir underrepresentlegion in -the’Catholic schools as

‘are less likely to bﬁ Catholic than are Highgzics and n Higpanic whites may
A

compared to the public scl.rols--though not, of course;;for the gteater under-
representation of blacks,}n the other private séhools. Part of this dif-
ference between Catholic and other private schools:ln the proportion 5f blacks
enrolled may b~ dué to the first two of these three factors. Rather than
religion, a greater proportian of Catholic schecls may ve located An or near
concentrations -of black students in lavge cities, and tuitiomkmay be lower in
Catholic schools.

The first of these‘ﬂjpotheses, geographic location of privéte schools,
can be tested with datp on the racial an& ethnic composiri%n of the local
areas where the saﬁpf/P

ed schools are found. The 1970 U.S. Census counts,

aggregated acrording to U.S. Postal Service zipcodes,1 c-me closest to

1The data employed are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census Populaticn

and Housing Fifth Count Summary Tapes, 15 and 20 percent samples, Files A and
B. File A consists of summaries for 3-digit zipcode areas, and represents the
entire United States population. File ‘B consists of summaries for the 5-digit
zipcode areas within Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) only. Of
the 1,015 schools in the High School and Beyond sample, 548 have 5-digit zip-
code information, 456 have 3-digit, and 11 could not be matched with cither of
the Census files because of missing information on the latter.

~N
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fitting this description. Since available school infoéﬁatipn includes their
21pcodes,}it i§ posaible to compare ghe racial and ethnigfcompo;ttion of a
school to the racial and ethnic composition of the same age group in the area
covered by that zipcode. The Census classification closest to rhe ages of

+

high school sdphomores and seniors is the 16 to 21 year age categoey. ‘

To make such a qqmparison, the numbers of blacks, Hispanics,1 and all
16- to 2l1-year-blds in zipcode areas containing'sampled schools of a given
sector are aggregated and weighted by the numbers of sophomores and seniq52~fn
pchools of that sector ii the zipcode. (Methods of carrying out these

calculations are described in aippendix A, *section A.3.).

Table 3.5.1 presents the results of these comparisons.2 The first and

1There is no Hispanic category in the Census race question, and j
Hispaniocs do not énter into the “"other” category of that question. For
present purposes, we have equated "Hispanic" with the’ Census categcry “"Spanish
American.” The latter refers to people of "Spanish laaguage,” of Spanish
surname, or of Puerto Rican birth or parentage, depending on the area of the
country. In order to obtdin mutually exclusive white, black, and Hispanic
categories, we assume that most of those that the Census Bureau classified as
"Spanish American” classified themselves as "white" on the race question.
Thus, for each zipcode area, the number of non-Hispanic whites is obtained by
subtracting the nypber of Spanish American from the number of white=.
Proportions are calculated by dividing the numbers of non-Hispanic whites,
Spanish Americans, and blacks by the count of all 16 to 21 year olds in the
area. - . .

2The U.S. total 1970 areal proportions of 16 to 21 year old blacks and
Hispanics differ somewhat from the totals for the 1980 High School and Beyond&
survey. The 1970 zipcode data show 10.2 percent black and 5.0 percent
Hispanic. Table.3.5.1.shows that the 198Q sample is 12.8 percent black and
7.0 percent Hispanic. Assuming no measurement error, the differences between
these figd&es point to demographic changes over the last decade. 1In the
absence of detailed information about where the local chdnges have occurred
which, when aggregated, account for these overall shifts, we assume as a first
appreximation that the changes are distributed uniformly. The figures given
in table 3.5.1 are derived on this assumption. They are computed by simply
adding the differences hetween the overa'l proportions of blacks and Hispanics
in 1980 and their respective 1970 overall. proportions to the proportional
local compositions for the average students in each school type. The Census
data show that the average public school student attends a school locs .ed in
an area that is .102 black and .049 Hispanic and that the average private
school student attends a schoul located lq\?n area that is .098 black and -055
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TABLE 3.5.1

. PROPORTIOMAL RACIAL AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE SURVEYED HIGH
SCHOOLS' LOCAL GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, WEIGHTED BY SCHOOL
ENROLLMENTS, AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LOCAL AREAS
" . ¥ AND SCHOOLS, BY EDUCATIONAL SECTOR:
SPRING 1980

Private
Measure U.S. Total Public
. Other
Total ,LC§th°11‘ Private
1. Proportiog of ,
local population )
that is black? .. .128 .128 126 .132 .110
2. Proportion of \
_ sector enrollment
' that is blackP .. .128 .137 | .047 .05¢ .030
3. Over- or under~ ’
representation iin . _ ) .
proportior black. - .009 -.077 ~-.076 -.080

4. Proportion of
local populations
that is Hispanic ? .070 .069 .075 .080 .067

‘ 5. Proportion of
sactor enrollment
that is Hispanic
6. Over~- or under-
representation in
proportion ’ ‘ .
Hispanic ...... - .002 -.013 -.009 -.023

7. Sum total of .
school enrollments , .
used for weighting . ot o
local population® ‘ : o~ - o :
proportiom | 6,852,696 6,195,338 658,138 «29,224 | 227,934

.070. .071 .062 .071 044

SOURCE: (1) Hign School and Beyond, 1980; (2) U.S. Bureau of the Census 1970
: Census of the Population and Housing Fifth Count Summary tapes (15 and
\ 20 percent samples). Files A and I: Population anc Housing summdries

£ for 3~ and 5-digit Zipcode areas.

-

NOTE: Details may not add to tofals because of roundiag ~

a . .o ,
Local proportions are corrected; for overall changes in proportion black,

white, and Hispanic from 1970 to 1980. See footnote 2, p. 74 for further discussion.)

S2ctor proportions are obtained by combining the figures for sophomores
and seniors given in table 3.1.1.
]

c . . .

These figures represent the sum of student weights without reference
to any other variable; because of missing values the sums are higher than any
of the total numbers given in other tables.

‘
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] fou}th rows glve the proportion of blacks and Hispanics aged 16 to 21 that
live'in the local areas of the school of the average studen:t in each of the
di fferent school types; the second and fifth rows give the ﬁ{éportions of
blacks and Hispanics respectively in the schools of<;ach sector. Comparing
the public and priv;te sectors ;s wholes _shows that private schools are
located in areas where the black population 1is very slightly lowei than the
average for the public schools (i2.4 percent 5. ™% percent) and where the
hispanic population 1;L65ty slightly higher (7.5 percent vs. 6.9 percent).
fﬁe differences in both cases are sufficiently small that they can be regarded

"as a;broximatély the samc. . ,

From these data, then;pit cannot be concluded that blacks are
underenrolled 1in brivate schools because the‘schools are not located ciose to

where blacks live. If the geographic'distribution of 8chools were the only
. const,rai;ﬂ: on black enrollment wé would expect to find a black enrollment in
the private secﬁ%g about the same as that in the public sector. As the third
row of table 3.5.1 shows, the average private school student attends a school
that has about 7.7 percent fewer blacks enrolled in it than there are blacks
in the area in which the schoel is located, while the average public school
student'attenﬁé a school -with 0.9 pé}cent more blacks in it than in the
surrouﬁdidg area. -

For Hispanics, one would again expect to find about the same

prOportipns in the public and private sectors. Line 6 shows that only a small

h ]
underrepresentation of Hispanic ‘scudents, 1.3 percent, exists in the private

e

“sector.

Hispanic. Thus, since the difference between the 132" and 1970 overall
proportions of blacke is .128 - ,102 = .026, the corrected proportion of

. blacks in the community for the average public school student is .102 + .026 =
128, while for the average private school student it is .098 + .026 = «124.
For Hispanics the overall difference is .070 - .050 = .020, and the corrected
proportions are .04%:+ .020 = .069 for the average public school student and
.055 + .020 = .075 for the average private school student.

‘ : o1y
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Looking at Catholic and other private schools separately, there are
more blacks in the areas surrounding Catholic schools (13.2 percent on the

s
average) than in the areas surrounding other private schools '(11.0 percent).

This partially accounts for the greater numbers of blacks in Catholic schools

A8
(5.6 percent: compared to 3.0 percunt). Similarly, Catholic schools are

loLated- in areas with greater concentragions of Hispanics; but line 6 shous
that 'the Catholic schools contain apptoximately thergame proportion of
Hispanics as reside in those areas (7.1 percent to 8.0 percent), whiie the
other private schools have 2.3 percent fewer Hispanics than ar€’§pund in the

local areas.

’In summary, although other private schools are locaQSd in areas with

- .somewhat fewer blaq; residents, which partly accounts for their lower black

enrollments, the low enrollment of: blacks in private schools as a whole cannot
H

te accounted for by the geographic distribution of black residence. For

Hisparics, the enrollment in Catholic schools is slightly above the national

R .
average; the lower enrollment in other private schools again cannet be

accounted for by geographic‘disttibution, though, as before, these schools are

e

—"located in areas with somewhat fewer Hispanic residents. '

The second hypothesis, that income differences are responstblé }or the
lower enrollments of blacks and Hi;panics in Cafholic and other private
schools, can be exami~ed by looking at the proportion of Hispanics, blacks,
and non~Hispanic whi;;s in #ach of these sectors at each income level. These
subgroups in the private sgector are small, so the datz show some erratic
variability; the general resuits ghould be regarded as suggestive but not
conclu;ive. Figures 3.5.1 and-3.5.2 show this for Catholic and other private

schoole respectively. Table 3.5.2 gives the numbers and percentages upon

which the graphs are based.
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Fig. 3.5.1. Percent of students from differing income levels in Ehtholic
schools, by cace and ethnicity: Spring 1980.

Figure.3.5.1 suggests th;t income differences account for a large part
of thé-lowerAgn(giigsfté of blacks in Catholic schools. At the lower- and
middle-income leveig"the difference in enrollments of blacks and whites in
Catholic schools 1s 2 to 3 ‘percent; it is 1 peccent at the higheft level.

This compares with a difference of 4.2 percent when inqoﬁe i3 »ot taken into

account. (The column headed "Total” in table 3.5.2 shows that 7.1 percent of

. all non-Hispanic whites and 2.9 pecrcert of all blacks are entolled in Catholic

e

schools). Assuming that the differences tepresent a true income éffect, these
data indicate that the public—Catholic difference in p¥oportions of blacks
would be creduced to 1e§s tixan haliits size if blacks had the same income
distribution as whites.:

Thercé isha‘ﬁighet pecrcentage of Hispanics than non-Hispanic whites in
Catholic scﬁoéis at nea;ly every income level, increasingly so at higher:
income levelg. Thus, if the incomes of Hispanic; and non-Hispaiic whites were
the same, Hispanics would be ;omewhat overcepresented in Catholic schools.

19 .
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% . TABLE 3.5.2 ,

PERCENT OF WHITES, BDBACKS, AND HISPANICS FROM EACH FAMILY INCOME
() LEVEL IN CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS?, AND TOTAL
NUMBERS SAMPLED: SPRING 1980
(Standard errors of percents in parentheses”)

—
. Income groups.
1 ‘2 3 4 s & g 7 Total .
- Total numbers . 4
", lnsamle R
, " Non-Hispanic ‘ . . y .
.. % White .......1,566 3,372 5,760 6,858 6,879 5,979, 5,079 35,493
Non-Hispanic N
» Black .:.... 1,255 1,393 1,148 954 . 852 512 357 6,471
\ . . » y
Hispanic ..... 900 1,139 1,108 963 787 458 %8 5,703
< Percents in ‘a
. Catholic sector
‘ No#-Hispanic ® .
White ..,... 3.0 3.7 5.2 6.0 7.3 - 8.7)\ 10.2 7.1
(.65)" (.49) (.44)  (.63) (.47 (.55) (ve4 (.20
. ‘ R i
Non-Hispanic ‘
31ack oo.... .8 1.9 . 2.1. 2.8 4.3 5.9 3.3 29
. (.38)  (.55)  (N63) " (.80) (1.04) (1.57) (2127) (¢31)
‘|' Hispanic ..... 2.0 4.2 5.6 7.1 0 9.0 9.0  13.9 6.5
(7D (.90) (1.04) “(1.26) (1.53) (2.01) (2.78§ (.49)
ercents in ! - .
other private .
sector .
Non-Hispanic : . .-
white ...... 2.3 2.0 2.7 2.9 3.4 3.5 9.2 3.9°
: (.57)  (.36) (.33) (.30) (.33) (.35) (.61) (.15)}
» . £y . ‘\,
Non-Hispanic '
Black ....%. 4 1.0 o9 .9 .6 .7 1.9 .8
®26)  (.40)  (U30) (.46 (.39) (.56) (1.08)  (.16)
Hispanic ..... - 0.3 1.5 1.7 3.2 2.0 3.7 4.3 2.1
(.26) (.54) (.58) (.71)  (.75) (l.17) {1.8) (.28)

[ 4
_aThe percgnts signify the percent of each of the twenty-one sub=
populations defined Sy qross-classifying studencs in [erms of family income
and taceeethnicigy that are enrolled in Catholic and er Private Schools.
The percents are.based on the weighted numbers of students. .

™

b ,//
. “Standard errors are calculated accdrding to.the formula L
Y o .
§.E.(p) = 1.5 Vp(lOO-p)/unweighSd N

where the number 1.5 is i correction factor that justs for the effect
oft clustering in the sample design of the High Schqol and Beyond survey.
'. ., The p's are the percents given in the table, and r‘ge unweighted ¥'s
are the total numbers in the sample .shown above. Correction féctors .
for standard errors of these and other subpopulations are found on :
p. 12, Table 2 of tLc High School and Beyond ({gdebook, available
from the National Center for Educational Statistics,
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: Fig. 3.5.2. Percent of students ftdé differing income levels in other private
- schools, by race and ethnicity: Spring 1980.
. AFigufe 3.5.2 shows that the increase ‘in percent enrolled with increase
~in income is much less for all three groups in other private schools than in
Catholic schools. The gradient is small and about the same for Hispanics and
n?n-Hispanic whites, exceptr for those at the highest income level, and it 1is
. N\ nearly zero for blacks, again exce;ting the highest income level. Over most
of the chomé range, the difference between the percentage of all non-Hispanic

whites enrolled in these schpols and the percentage of all Hispanics enrolled

is about 1 percent. The difference between whites and blacks is about 2

. pe‘rcent at lower income levels, 3 per “ent or more at higher lavels.
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These differences can be compared to the overall differences whén
income is not controlled. The column headed "Total” in tahle 3.5.2 shows that
3.9 percent;of non+Hispanic whites, 2.1 percePt of Hispenics, “and .8 percent
of ‘non-Hispanic blacks are enrolled in other .<lvate schools. The diffet;nces
with income uncontrolled are 1.8 percent for Hispanics and 3.1 percent for
blacks. Coritrolling for income reduces the differences between non-Hispafic
whites and Hispanics from 1.8 percent éo about 1 percent, but reduces the
white-black difference by a lesser amount. Thus income accounts for some part
of the differential enrollment of non-Hispanic yhites and Hispanics 1n*%thet
private schools, for a smaller part of the differential enrollment of whites
and blacks.

These comp%%isons, of course, do not take religion into account. The
fact that about 9 percent of blacks, about 35 percent of whites. and over 65

1 means that the enrollment rates of

percent of Hispanics are Catholic
Catholics in each of these three groups in Catholic schools must be quite
different from that shown in table 3.1.1. Further, because there are
“iifferences in income distribution among blacks, whites, and Hispanics,
Catholics and non-Catholics from these three groups who have the same income
levels may be enrolled at rates somewhat d{;fetent from those shown in figure
3.5.1. Figures 3.5.3 and 3.5.4, for bI;cks, whites, and Hispanics at each
1nc:me level, show the enrollment rates for Catholics and non-Catholics
separately. . The percents and sample bases for these graphs are shown in

tables 3.5.3 and 3.5.4. The total column in table 3.5.3 indicates that, among

Catholics, Hispanics ‘are least 11 ely to be enroiled in Cathslic schools (10.3

N

1These figures are obtained from the crosstabulation of the
constructed race~ethnicity variable with BB091, which asked students to
identify their religious background.
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percent), while blacks and whites are about equally likely to be enrolled
(18.; and 18.8 parcent). Among non-Catholics, table 3.5.4 shows that the
overall rates are low for all groups, but that blacks are most likely to be
enrolled in Catholic schools (1.5 percent), while Hispanics and whites are
about equally likely to be enrolled (1.1 and 1.0 percent).

Tuerning to the percents at each income level, the results presented in
Figdres 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 are striking, although the small numbers of cases
amon&{blaq% Catholics at each income level mak;-the logation of particular
points ;rrathn, Generally, with income ifhtrolled, blacx Catholics have
higher enrollment rates in Catholic schools than white Catholics, and both
groups have higher rates than Hispanics- Similarly, among non-Catholics, the
black enrollment rate in Catholic schools is higher than the white rate, and
again both are higher than the Hispanic rate.

Amoﬁg both Catholics ;nd non—Catholics the Catholic school enrollment
rate rises considerably more sharply at high income rates for blacks than for
whites, a result that is strengthened by congistency across the two religious
groups. The evidence indicates that high-income blacks have considerably
higher enrollment rates in Catholic schools than do whites of the same
religious group.

Thus, when the effects of both income and religious backgrouad are
controlled for, blacks ars errolled in Catholic schools in higher proportions
than are whites and Hispanics. Two caveats should be entered with respect to
these findings. First, the numbers of blacks and Hispanics at the higher
income levels are not large, as is seen in the upper panels of table 3.5.2 and
table 3.5.3. This results in relatively high standard errors for the
percentages of blacks and Hispanics 1in Catholic schools from these income

2vels. Especially ir figures 3.5.3 and 3.5.4, the confidence bands around
the curves are quite wide, and it 1is posaible that the true population figures

could be substantially- larger or smaller than our estimates. While the

123




Figl 3.503.

Fig. 3.5.4.

Peicent
40+

-83-

o Blask
=== Hispanic
+ =meem White

4 5 8 7
Family Income Level

Percent of Catholic stu

ts from differing income levels in
Catholic schools, by race and_ethnicity: pring 1980

Id

Percent
s!
——- Hispanic
« = White
a4

24

1 2 3 4 5 "6 7
- Family income Level

Percent of non-Catholic students from differing income levels
in Catholic schools. by race and ethnicity: Spring 1980,

174




-84-
of

TABLE 3.5.3

PERCENT OF CATHOLIC WHITES, BLACKS, AND HISP*9ICS FROM EACH FAMILY -
INCOME LEVEL IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS, AND TOTAL NUMBERS SAMPLED:
SPRING 1980

(Standard error of percents in parénthesesa)
income groups
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
F+ 3
Total numbers
in sample
White ....... 434 974 1,828 2,289 2,467~ 2,184 1,804 11,980
Black ....... 75 116 115 106 103 63 54 632
Hispanic .... 590 826 769 687 549 328 226 3,975
Percent in
Catholic -
sector - )
White ........ 9.8  11.9 15.7 17.3\‘1\8.4 21,7 25.3 18.8
(2.14) (1.56) (1.27) (1.19) (1317) (1.32) (1.54) (.54)
Black veveene. 10.7  19.3 12.9  15.6  17.6. 30.3  37.7 18.7

(5.36)  (5.51) (4.69) (5.29) (5.63) (8.68) (9.£5) (2.33)
. Hispanic ..... 3.7 6.4 9.5 10.9 14.7 4.6 21.2 10.3
(1.17)  (1.27) (1.58) (1.79) (2,26), (2.91) (4.08) (.72)

%For the method of calculating standard errors, sée the footnote to
table 3.5.2.

~

~ftn
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TABLE 3.5.4

PERCENTS OF NON-CATHOLIC WHITES, BLACKS, AND HISPANICS FROM
EACH FAMILY INCOME LEVEL IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS, AND TOTAL
NUMBERS SAMPLED: SPRING 1980

(Standard errors of percents in parethesesa)

Income groups

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
Total numbers ‘
in sample * i::
White ...... ~. 1,013 2,221 3,710 4,335 4,137 3,491 3,065 21,972
Black +o.v.... 994 1,103 898 767 661 385 257 5,065
Hispanic ..... 202 204 253 219 172 98 98 1,266 7
Percent in
Catholic
sector .
White ........ .6 .5 .5 .5 1.2 1.3 2.1 1.0
(.35) (.23) (.18) (.17) (.26) (.28) (.39) (.10)
Black ........ .3 .6 1.1 1.6 2.9 3.5 5 1.5
(.27) (.35) (.52) (.68) (.98) (l.41) (2.14) (.26)
Hispanic ...... .2~ .9 .3 1.5 1.1 .6 4.7 1.1
(.48) (.97) 52) (1.23) (1.19) <(1.15) (3.19) (.44)

Y

“For the method of calculating standard errors, see the footnote to
}

table 3.5.2.
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findings must be thus qualified, the striking consistency of the results
across income levels represents an important findir:z.
A A second caveat concerns the limitations of the method of analysis.

The quéstion addressed asks abou: the factors that influence enrollment in
private versus public schools. Thus far tha analysis has examined three
factors (race-efﬁpicity,‘family income, and religioug background) in some
.detail. But it 1s likely that other factors which are correlated with these
three also influence the probabiiity of attending private school. 1ln so far
as this 1s true, the effects th;t have been estimated thus far are inaccurate,
either in the dicection of being too iow or of being too high.

In order“to address these issves, a more rigorous methoa of analysis
18 required. Since our sample of Catholic schools allows for stronger
inferences, the examination that follows is restricted to an a..alysis of
factors affecting the probabili;>\of Catholic school as opposed to public
school enrollment. The questions of interest are, first, what are the effects
of race and ethnicity on enrollment, cont:q}ling on other factors presumed to
affect a student's chances of enrolling in Catholic 8chool: and second, hcw do
differences in family income affect the enrollment rat;s of the different
racial and ethnic groups? Because the dependent varizble of interest is
categorical (Cathonlic versus public school enrollment) and because the numbers
in Catholic schools are relativeiy small compared with thsse in public
schoolg, the ordinary least squares estimation procedure that is typically
employed in multivariate analysis 1is inappropriate here. The method chosen
for use here is logit analysis, a method particularly welr:qgited to the
problem at hand (see Hanushek and Jackscn ¥377:ch.7).

The model that 1s to b; est£;ated ;;ecifies a number of social and

economic barckground variables that are likely to affect the probability of

¢
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enrollment iu Catbolic school. For this analysis, the sample is stratified by

race anJ/Ethuicity, and the came model is estimated separately for whites,

_blacks, and “ispaﬂics-l in addition to the factors of income and religious

background, it is reasonable to include.c ntrols for other aspecﬁs of parental
social status, und for parental aspiratiops for their ch’..rén's education.

Of the measures available i; the Higﬁ School and Beyond base year survey, the
following are included in our,modc1 of selection into the Catholic sector:

<

1. parental income (thousands of dollars) (each of the seven income
ranges shown in table 3.2.1 is identified with its midpoint. The
midpoint of the "below?$7,000" category is set at $3,500, and that for
the "above $38,000" at $45 000);

2. mother's education (coded to range from ! to 9, with 1=less than high
school and 9®advanced professional degree);

3. mother's expectations for student's future educatlon (coded 1=college,
O=other);

4. respondent's number of siblings ("Sibs");
5. religious background (coded 1=Catholic, O=other);
6. region of the country (coded l=Northeast, O=other);

7. both parents present in respondent's household (coded l=yes, O=no);

lgecause the effects of the independent variables on a student's
probability of enrolling in Catholic ‘school differ for blacks, Hispanics, and
whites, it is methodologically appropriate to eithe- estimate a single
equation for all students that includes race and ethnicity interaction terms,
or to stratiry the sample by race and ethnicity. The latter approach has the
drawback of complicating the presentation of results, but for the problem at
hand no computer programs were availavle which simultaneously allowed the use
of the studeut weights and the full number of cases in the sample. While
omitting the weights does - not seriously bias the estimates for whites,*the
oversampling of blacks and Hispanics in the Catholic sector necessitates the
use of the ‘weights. Since a pro; ram allowing the use of weights for sample
sizes equal to the High School and Beyond samples of blacks and Hispanics is
available (Coleman, 1981:53-62), we stratified by race and ethnicity. The
models for blacks and Hispanics are thus estimated for the weighted sample,
and the model for whites for the unweighted sample.
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8. whether or not respondent expected to attend college when in the 8th
grade (coded l=planned to attend, 0= did not plan to);

9. family possessions: typewriter, more than 50 books (both coded
l=family owns, O=family does not own). *

The region variable is included since Catholic schools tend to be
disproportiona%ely located in the Mortheast. The family possessions variables
are included &s additional proxies for parental social status and aspirations
for their child. A more complete specification of the model would include
father's occupatiqp and education, but since ghe;e variables have relatively
high non-response rates in this survey, they were omitted from the analysis.

‘ Sophomores and seniors are combined to form a single sample for the

analysis. Since the maximum likelihood method used in estimating parameters

.in logistic analysis-requires that only students with usable responses to all

variables in the model can be used, the number of deleted cases is quite large

here despite the restrictions imposed on the model. Of the total sample of
public and Catholic sophomores and seniors, 88 percent of the whites, 64
percent of the blacks: and 71 percent of the Hispanics entered the anal}sis.
~"Table 3.5.5 shows the results of the multivariate logistic estimafion.
Although logit model coefficients do not directly admit of an‘fntuitive

1, the signs and strengths of the parameter estimates tell an

interpretation
interesting story. Consistent with crosstabular analyses, the statistically

significant coefficient fecr the income variable in each subpopulation indicates

1a logit coefficient signifies the chauge in the log of the odds
resulting from a unit change in the independent variable. The log odds are
transformed into ordinary probabilities by the equation:

P = 1/(1+e”XB),
a

where e is the natural logarithm base, X is a vector of determined values for
the independent variables, and B is the vector of logit coefficients,




4

-89-

TABLE 3.5.5

LOGISTIC MODEL OF FACTORS AFFECTING PROBABILITY OF

ENROLLMENT IN CATHOLIC SCHOOL®:

SPRING 1980

Dependent Variable:

Catholic school enrollment (=]1) versus
.. Public school enrollment™(=0)

White (N=29,NJ]J).
b

| Black (N=4,093)

Hispanic (N=3,987)

Independent Variables b b
Intercept.vce-.eeeecreas -6.153 ~6,176 -7.206
IDCOMe.ssvecensaconsans 014 ..28 .023
Mother's education.... 041 .N98 . 104
Mother's expec:tationm.,.. 492 .690 .450
Sib8eirnrieneenenannns ,004° -.200 -.114
Catholic religious

background....co000.n 3,145 2.396 3.252,
Northeast region.....,. .292 .379 .455
Both parents present... .023b .115% .091b -
8th grade college *

expectationsS......... .487 487 .553
TyPeWTiter....cevnsnn.. .329 .662 .057°
BOOKS . eeeveeennnnnennss .215 .390° 725 °

B2 ereinneiinennns .135 141 101
3Sophomores and seniors are pooled in the analysis. Due to computer

program availability, the white

students are unweighted.

booefficient not significant at .05 level.
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that family economic resourées effect the probability of Catholic school
enrollment independeﬁtly of social status.influences. Moreover, a comparison
of the !ncome coefficients for the three groups indicates that the effect of
incoﬁe is st;onger for blacks and Hispanics than for whites. The additional
effects of income that are specific to blacks and Hispanics syggest that
changes in the cost of Catholic education may lead to relatively greater
changes in the enrollment of these groups.

. To describe the resul:s of the logit”analysis more concretelv,
estimates-of the Catholic school enrollment probabilities for students of
different backgrourdds ch b; made. The primary interest here is in the
different effects of income on the probability of Catholic school enrollment
for whites, blacks. and Hispanics. To illustrate these effects, predict;d
enrollmguc rates for each of the three groups at seven different income levels
are ghown in table 3.5.7. (The income levels used here are the midpoints of
seven categories of BB10l). The rates are calculated by standardizing tﬁe
logit equation to the average background given in table 3.5.6 on all variahles
except.income. Two sets of estimates are obtained for each’ of the three
racial and ethnic subpopulations. The first set is the predictes proportions
of each group with backgrounds equal to that of the average U.S. high school
student who would enroll ia Catholic schools. (This backgrovnd is repfésented
by the means in the “total” column of table 3.5.6.) These predicted
proportions thus indicate the rates that students from‘'each of the family
income iévels who age white, black, or Hispanic would enroll in Catholic

¥

schools were they otherwise the same. ,

Combarison of the first and'third columns of table 3.5.7 show that b

blacks with an average background are, at all but the lowetct income level,

131

fa




ERI

f

Q

132

TABLE 3.5.6

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES USED IN LOGISTIC MODEL

SCHOOLS?: spagég

FACTORS

\e

’

AFFECTING PROBABILITY OF ENROLLMENT IN CATHOLIC 1980

= - Total Whites Blacks Hispanics

. Variable’ Hean  poviation "3 Deviarion | M peviarion| "% peviacion
Enrollment in <

Catholic school .. .0§5 .071 .029 - .065
Income (000) ....... 21.221 1].508 02.468 11.379 15.420 10.427 17.244° 10,720
Mother's Education . 4.180 2.201 4.263 2.209 4.008 2.195 3.399 1.929
Mother's

Expectation ..... .616 , 486 ..617 486 .618 486 . .5?3 -491
Sibs ....iiiiiennns 3.034 2.045 2.881 1.915 3.807 2.475 3.518 2,311
Catholic Religious ) \ =

Background ...... .325 466 .347 472 .089 +262 .654 494
Northeast Region .. .225 418 .234 423 .203 402 .167 .373
Both éarents Present .819 . 385 .851 .356 571 495 .786 ©  .410
8th Grade College ’

Expectations RERTERN A .532 .499 -+532 499 <554 497 491 «500
Typewriter ...:.:.... 678 T 467 .719 .450 -481 -500 373 494
BOOKS .cicevecocess .763 <425 .801 2399 - ~ .611 487 .612 487

aSophomores and seniors are pooled for these estimates, which are based on the weighted sample.
The me¢ns and standard deviations for each variable are calculated using all valid student responses.
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TABLE 3.5.7

£

-

PREDICTED CATHOLIC SCHOOL ENROLLHENT RATES FOR WHITES, BLACKS AND HISPANICS AT '

DIFFERENT FAHIPY INCOME EEVELS, OTHERWISE STANDARDIZED TO AVERAGE

. BACKGROUNDS®; SPRING 1980
‘ Whitek ) " Black . - Hispanic
Family Income . ’ . ) . ' 7
Le:elnc Standardized Standgrdized | Standardized Standardized.|Standardized Standardized

to Average
U.S. Student

to Average
White Student

to Average
U.S. Student

to Average
Black Student

to Average
U.S. Student

to Average
dispanic Studént

$3,500 ,....
$9,500 .....
$14,000 ..,.E
$18,000 ... .
$22,500 ....
$31,500 ....

$45,000 ....

E

.021
.023
.924
.025
.027
.030

.036

.023
.025
.026
.028
1,029

833

.040

,020
.024
.027
.030 -
.034
.043

062

.008
.009
.011'
.012
.013
.017

.025

.010
.011
£012
.013
.0I5
.018

.025

.020
.023
.026
.028

. .031
;o3§

0051 *

8predicted scores are calculated from the b coefficients given in taﬁle 3.5.5 and background

variable means presented in table 3.5.6.

The family income values 'listed in the first column above are

substit-ted into the equation in pla:e of the four income means shown in table 3.5.6. The totals derived by

this procedure are converted to probabilities by the formula given in the footnote on page 88 abovb.

Compared to the actual rates presented in tables 3.5. 2, through 3.5.4 and flgures 3.5.1 through 1
3.5.4,the predicted rates shown here are substantially lower.

The differences are accounted for by the

~

iat:t

that the average backgrounds of the different types of students®re higher in the Catholic sector than in.

the population as a whole.

Thus a student at a giv-n level of family income with a background otherwise

equal to one of the average profiles shown in table 3.5.6 is less likely than average to enroll in a

Catholic school, and the predicted rates given by the logistic model reflect this lower probability.
difference between the population average and the
Catholic religion variable (see table 3.3.1), and
school enrollment, as Table 3.5.5 indicates.
not the focus of the analysis presented in tables
rates of differeq; groups.

The

The

Catholic sector average background is largest for the

this variable is the strongest predictor of Catholic
absolute mag@hitudes of the predicted rates, of course, are
3.5.5 through 3.5.7, but rather the relative gnrollment
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more likely than whites to Se enrolled in Cafholic school. Blacks with a
family income of $3,500 and a background ihat is average #h the other measured
respecés are about equallylas likely as whites to be in Catholic school.The
percentage differences between blacks‘and whites steadily increase across the
income levels so that at the highest level ($45,000) blacks are 2.6 percent
more likely than whites to enroll in Catholic school, other things equal.
Hispanics exhibit the lowest enrollment rates of the three groups. But

because the coefficient for income 1is larger for Hispanics than for whites,

Hispanic enrollment rates increuse with rising income riore than for whites.

;xe second set of estimates addresses a somewhat different question

than the first. Here we ask about the effects of income on Catholic school
enrollment for the average members of each of the racial and ethnic
subpopulations. Thus instead of standardizing the logit equation to the
bfckground of the average U.S. high school student, we now standardize the
equation separat;ly for the backgrounds of the average white, black, and
Hispanic student. The average values of the background variables for each of
the thrae subpopulations are giben in t;ble 3.5.6.

The results of carrying out these standardizatinns are found in the
second, fourth, and sixth columns of table 3.5.6. Compared.to the firsf set
of standardizations, the proportions of whites and Hispanics at each income
level are larger. The difference is more protfounced ;or Hispanics. reflecting
the fact that Hispanics ;re about twice as likely as tPe average U,.S. student
to have a Catholic religious background. The predicred enrollments of biacks
at each income level, in contrast, decline sharply from what was predicted for
blacks with an average U.S. student background. This is in large part a
reflection of the fact that blacks are far less likely to have a Catholic

religious background than the average student.
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To sunmarize the results of this section, the analysis has pointed to
a number of factors related to private school enrollment. The examination has
‘focussed on the Catholic sector, since the High School and Beyond data are
more complete for this part of private secondary schooling. Not surprisingly,
the analysis has shown thet family income bears a strong relationship with
private school enrollment. Perhaps contrary to "common sense,” however, is
the finding that this relationship does not appear to be reducible to the
social status differences that tend to follow economic differences. The
' mul;ivariate analysis provides strong evidence that the availability of
economic resources exerts a significant independent effect on Catholic school
enrollment. In sum, it appears that an interest in the alternative to public
education that private school particularly of’the Catholic type, represents
is present across income levels.

By one commonly voiced view, the interest in the private alternative
is explained by a desire on the parts of some groups to avoid having their
children attend schools with students of other backgrounds. This segregative
intention is most frequently identified with whites vis-a=vis minorities. But
this chapter has shown that, at least in the Catholic schools, minorities are
enrolled at non-trivial rates. Moreover, these minorities tend to be more
evenly distributed, or less segregated in private than in public sshools.
Finally, the present section has shown that, other tnings equal. bl%cks are
more likely to enroll in Cacholic schcol than whites. The significance of

|

this fact is heightened when one considers the relative absence of t?adition
for this pattern, except in the South. The data presented here strongly
suggest that ‘such a tradition is developing rapidly; blacks with the same

means to do so enroll in Catholic schools at rates tha* are generally higher
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than rates for other groups, and thls is true regardless of ie '7ious and
other measured aspects of family background. In light of * .- - ndings,
global characterization of private <thools s ravially segre ive is {12

{ ound.
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CHAPTER 4

SCHOOL RESOURCES

The physical and human resources available in a school constitute

the boundaries of opportunity .>r scudents within that school. Only,

for insts ce, if calculus is taught at a school sho "d one anticipate

th.at students at that school may master certain mathematical principles.
) .
By school resources, then, we refer to course offerings pro%ided to

students, physical facilities available to students, special and federally

funded progiams, and the quantity, quality, and breadth of teaching

and professional support personnel.

The debate concerning the relative marits of private and public

secondary schuols incorporates some presumed resource differences between

these two sectors. For example, some argue that public schools, because
of their Jize gnd school district linkages, can provide a wider range

of course offerings to students. And also, because of size, they will

provide a broader range more efficiently. Others have argued thac

the limitations of private schools in this area are more than compen
sated for by the greater attention that students receive in the private
sector. This chapter provides information relevant to this aspect
of the public~versus-private debate.

In couparing school resources, we inélude the two special subgroups
of schools referred to in chapter 1, high-performance public schools
and high-performance private schools. Although the selection of these
schools was based not on representativeness bHutC on'the proportion of

high-performing seniors, the resources available to students in them
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show something about what exists in public and private schools where

academic performance is especially high. For simplicity of exposition,
we sometimes refer to these subgroups of schools as "sectors," but when
we speak of the "three school sectors," the reference is always to the
public, Catholic, and other private sectors.

The school questionnaire provides information on a number of

{

resources provided by the school, hut our analysis will be limited in
cer.ain areas. The most important omission is the general level.of
expenditure at schools. Principals were informed that they need not
respond to an item about per~pupil expenditure if they had recently

provided this information in an NCES survey. Since this information

had been provided by many schools in the preceiing year, the item remained

unanswered for a large number of schools. Until the data from these

earlier surveys are added, per-pupil expenditure is unavailable for
»

analysis,

+

For certain resources (those that varied according to school ,
enrollment), two tables will be presented: ome that reports the percentage
of schools within each sector having a particular resource and one that

/

raports the ~e of sophcmore students within each sector attending

=

a schocl where a parti. ar resource exists (referred to as student

T 1 . . . .
accessibilicy), This manner of presentation allows examination of

¢

lTo detePmine the percentage of sophomores in each sector having
access to the course the resgonse on each item was weighted by the sum
of sophomore weights attached to that school. These weightea responsas
were then summed for each sector to determine the percentage of sophomores
having access to each resource. The proportion of sophomores in the
total student population represented by a given school is sli-htly different
from the proportion of seniors, primarily because of differential dropout
between the sophomore and senior years. However, in the analysis we
assume that this weighted sophomore estimate is sufficiently close to
that for the high sc.ool student body as a whole that we can simply
make reference to "atudents" within various sectors.

Obviously, our term "access'" cannot be strictly.correct for
those courses with prerequisites., A student must :ave had second-vear
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both the resource variability among sectors and, through a comparison

of the two cab}es, the extent to which certain resources are disproportionately

found at larger schools. Most of the analysis, however, focuses on
the accessibility of various resources within each sector.

4.1 CGourse Offerines

Table 4.1.1 shows the percentage of schools within each sector
offering a selected sample of academic, technical, and vocational
courses. The items were taken from a larger list in the school question-
naire (see appendix B). The percentage of students within e;ch type
of school having access to these courses is repcrted in table &4.].1.

Our examination will begin with mathematics an ~ience, those courses

x

presumed to be the most demanding, as well as especillly important

‘.
to the successful pursuit of many bran-ha, >f postsecondary education.

4.1.1 Mathematics and science cours:s "
Nationallv,-nearly all schooi: offer algebra 2 and geometry

(95 to 100 percent). A smaller percentz e of szhools offer trigonometry

(75 percent) and calculus {47 percemt), but table 4.1.2 shows that

student access to these subjects is better than “hese percentages suggest:

84 percent of students have access tp trigouometry and 63 percent to

calculus. However, variations do exist am.ng sectors for some mathematics

and science course offerings. For ezammle, nearily all studénts in high-

performance public and private schoo’s h~ve access to a calculus course,

as compared with 62 percent in pub!ic schools, 71 percent in Catholic

schools, and 61 percent in other private schools. For the country as

a whole, nearly all students have access to phyeics and chemistry (96

French to “e eligible for (and therefore nave access tc) third-vear
French. The use of the .erm "access" has been chosen, then, to reduce
the degree of convolutien necessary to communicate the variation among
sectors from the student's perspective.
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TABLE 4.1.1

PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRLVATE SCHMOOLS OFFERING SPECIFIC COURSES: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors

High-Performance

Course u.s. Schools
B Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
5 . Private
-
Total number of schg}}!ﬁ ..... eeeess ] 20,316 15,766 1,571 2,966 12 .1
Mathemalics:
iiot:§2y2 ..... cese e tesscsnns 97 96 100 95 100 100
.8 1 ooaoo-oo.oo-o/wdoo.oooo 96 97 - 95 lOO lOO
Trigonometry® ....... ..., oo 76 76 91 69 96 70
Calculus ..eeceeeenees ceseseane 47 47 60 18 94 100
Science:?
Chem%stry ..................... 94 94 100 79 100 100
PhySICE cicerveccecssececccnans 89 90 95 79 100 100
Language:
3rd Year Spanish ..... tresscnas 45 46
. . 86 19 100 60
3rd Ycar French ..iveeveecnes . 39 19 76 22 81 100
3rd Year Germa8n ....ccceccceces 20 20 27 L6 74 40
Other: ,
Auto Mechanics .eeee-veeecocese ' 41 50 8 12 68 10
Driver Training ....ccvvveeenes 82 89 €3 52 81 20
ECONOIMICE  cvverresnscsanns veose 63 63 71 58 80 90
Ethnic or Black Studies .c...... 16 16 16 12 41 20
Family Life or Sex Education 65 69 63 45 66 30
Hoioe ECONOMICS cevevecnncccanse 84 97 50 33 100 10
PSycholoBY «cecececerrnnessnaans 59 58 56 66 89 80
Wocd or Machine Shop ..... vesas 14 89 4 32 100 50
\ | 7Y

-~

\

a L . . . .
Posgible error: may underestimate coverage of topic. Trigonometry may be incorporated into
another subject, such as analyrical geometry, and not reported here.
-,

-~
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TABLE 4.1.2

: PERCENT OF SOPHOMORE STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS ATTENDING
SCHOOLS, WHERE - SPECIFIC COURSES ARE OFFERED: SPRING 1980
Major Sectors High-Performance
Course U.Ss. Schools
Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private
Mathematics: ‘ )
GEOMELTY c.ivevseesossscconcones 99 99 100 ! 98 100 100
Algebra 2 ......c.v0vveeccnnncnns . 98 98 97 98 182 190
Trigonometry® ................. 84 84 91 90 108
Calculus weeenvnevnneenennnnsns 63 62 7 hl o4
Science: ) .
]
Chemistiy .ivievecerecacecncnes 98 98 100 92 100 100 P
Physics ...viirieernennnnnnnnans 96 96 95 91 100 100 ?
Language:
Ird Year Spanish .............. 72 12 94 44 100 68
3rd Year French .........c000e. 695 64 82 48 91 199
3rd Year German .......ccccc0.. 39 40 40 11 82 INA
Other:
Auto Mechanics ......cccivevens 61 66 . it 18 65 14
Driver Training ..c..eeeeveseees 86 87 68 74% 78 25
Eco“mics P o000 000000 s000000000 72 71 79 73 79 8‘)
Ethnic or Black Studies ....... 28 -29 17 9 45 25
Family Life or Sex Education .. 76 74 67 67 79 32
Home Economics .......cececeeeee 93 96 a1 45 100 11
PeychOologY ..cceceeccccennnnoss 71 71 72 A9 88 82
Wood or Machine Shop .......... 87 g4 9 50 100 47
LY
a ] x
Possible error: may underestimate coverage of subject. Trigonometry may be incorporated into
another subject, such as analytical geometry, and not reported here.
(SN | lﬁ;!i
‘MC"44
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percent and 38 percent, respectively) and there are only sligh> differences
among sectors. In every sector, ~ver 90 percent of the students have *
access to these basic science courses.
Thus, there* is only one substantial difference in science and
mdtﬁematics course ;ccessibility among these sectors--calculus--and
. it arises in the high-performance schools, in hoth the public and private
'
sectors. Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show slightly highar

accessibility rates for science and mathematics courses than do public

or other private schoolgs.

4.1.2 Language courses

Language course offerings, in addition to their presumed value
in augmenting one's mastary of English, provide the skills relevant
to several dimensions of adult life. For instance, German has tradicion#lly

. . ;been considered the second -language of serious academic pursuits, French

the language of culture, and Spagjgﬁithe practical language of American
citizens. Although one should b% quite cautious in making inferences
tfrom such a typology, it may provide some orientagion t; the differences
in language lesrning opgortunicies ameag public, Catholic, and other
private schools,

In order to assess the degree to which students have an opportunity
to acquire mastery of these languages, school adminfstrators were asked
to report whether their schools offered third-year Spanish, Fré;ch,
and Gerﬁan: Nationally, 45 percent of the tchool - offer third-year
Spanish, 39 percent third-year French,\;nd 20 percent third-year German.
Overall, this shows very little attention tc foreign languages in an

era in which there is more internationai mobility and communicatrion

than ever before.
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*

But the different sectors vary considerably in tneir offerings.

Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show the most extensive language

offcrings: more than three quarters offer third-year Fr_nch and even

moce offer taird--»- <panish; less than half of the public schools

+

and less tham a q .er of the other private schools off.r these courses.
In all th;ee sectors, only about a quarter or less of schools offer
third-year German, Bot) public and private high-performance schools
have more extensive language offerings than the schools in any of the
three major sectors, hut German is available less often than the other
two languages even in these schools.

Student access to these courses provides a different view on
the question, revealing more clearly the differences in opportunities
auong the sectors. The other péivate and public sectors show the largest

shift, indicating the great variation in language course offerings between

E =
large and small schools in these two sectors. In general, it is in

the smaller schools that these courses are not offeted: so that the
percentage of students “aving access to the courses is greater than
the percentage of schools offering them.: '

In addition to the variation in language course offerings with
school size in the public and other private sectors, patterns not shown
in the tables appear noteworthy. Third-year courses in one language
appear to be offered at the expense of similarly advanced courses in
other languages in both the public and other private sectors. Moreover,
73 percent of the other privatg schools offer no third-year language
courses, leaving 44 percent of thé students without‘access'to any third-
year language. In ccntrast, the majority of Catholic schools offer

third-year courses for at least two languages.
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Returning to the initial typology, it can be said t:at both
Catholic and public schools emphasize Spanish, "the practical language;"
that Catholic schools, as well as the high-performance scheols, tend

to emphasize French, "the language of culture;" and that high-performance

public schools provide German, "the language of scholarship,'" more often

-

than any other type of school. In summary, there are two major generalizations:

German is least often available in all sectors; and students in the other

private sector are least likely to have access t- a third year of study

-~ .

in each of the languages.

4.1.3 Social studies ccurses

*~
In the grea of social stidies, four courses are available for

analysis: economics, ethnic or blackAstudies, family life or sex education,
and psychology. We will simply attempt to highlight some of the initial
findings here. Extra caution should be taken in the interpretation
of accessibilit; to these courses, since the subject-matter boundaries
are more fluid thaniany of those we have yet considered.

Economics and psychology are available to comparable proportions
of students: between 69 percent and 88 percent of the students in each
of the sectors have access to these courses. Ethnic or black studies
are available to substantially fewer stuéents in any seﬁtor. The greatest
accessibility 1: found in the public sector, where 29 percent of the
students in public schools as a whole and 45 percent in the high-per formance
schools attend a school where such a course is offered. Lowest accessibility
to such courses is found in the other private schools. Family life
or sex education courses are available to the majority of students in

all sectors (except the high-performance private). Again, the greatest

accessibility to these courses is found in the public sector.
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4.1.4 Technical, vocational, and'practical courses .

The last series of courses we will consider are those that are
technical, vocational, or practical in nature: auto mechanics, wood
Ar machine shop, driver training, and home economics.' Here there are
extensive differences between the public and private sectors. 1In the
’Public sector, well over half (66 percent) of the students have access
to an auto mechanics course, 94 percent to a wood or machine shop course,
87 percent to a driver's training course, and 96 percent to a home economics
course. Only in the case of driver's training are any of the priv;te

ictors close to comparability; although home economics is available

to about half the students in private schools. The lowest accessibility
to technical or vocationgl courses is to be found in the Catholic sector,
where wood or machine shop courses and courses in auto mechanics are
each available to only about 10 percent of the students.

It is in this area of technical and vocational courses that
high-performance private and public schools differ the most in course
offerings. Well over half of the students in the high~performance
public gchools have access to these courses, whereas less than half
of those in high-performance private schools have such access. This
suggests the difference in character of these two sets of high-performance
schools: the puBlic schools are large and comprehensive; the smaller
private schools, specializing as college preparatory schools, seldom
offer the more practical courses.

More generally, students in public gchoals have much greater
access to technical and vocational courses than those in-private schools.

(The degree to whict access translates into utilization will be examined

in chapter 5,) Although we cannot investigate the sources of these

1
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differences in course offerings,.one possible source can be suggested.
Technical and vocational courses are more costly than others. The low
availability of these courses in Catholic and other private schools

may be due in part to their cost relative to their perceived value by

parente,

4.2 Staffing Patterns

Staffing itterns rep;esent the varying capacities of schools
to foster intellectual andiemotional growth for stuAents and to provide
an environment in which these can take'place. To assess the degree
to which private and public schools differ in their staffing patterns,
and thereby in their capacities to provide reSOurCéS for intellectual
and emotiqnal growth, we report simple student-to-staff ratios within
each sector.1

As the first line of table 4.2.1 shows, Catholic and public
schools have much larger ratios of students tc staff members than do
other private schools. Catholic and pubilc schools have a .student-

'professional staff ratio of 16 and 15 respectively; the other private
schools have, on average, 8 students for each full-time professional
staff person.

Nearly all of this difference is attributable, of course, to
the student-teacher ratio, shown in line 2 of the table. Among the
three sectors, C;tholic schools have the hijhest student-teacher ratio
(18), followed closely by public schools, while the other private scheols

have less than half as many students per teacher. Comparison of the

“The formula used in calculating these ratios is shown at the
bottom of tablr 4.2.1.
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TABLE 4.2.1

STAFFING RATIOS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

(X number oi students per staff type®)

SPRING 1980

. Righ-Performance
Major Sectors Schools
Staff Other
Public Catholic . Public | Private
Private
Total number of schools ....... Seseereseeeans 16,051 1,572 3,123 12 11
Mc. . enrollment ............. ressecsses ceeses 757 546 153 1,386 310
Gereral professional staff:
Overall ratic ,.....coivivensnneee. . sannas 15 16 8 15 7
Teachers .......coiiviiecinnnnnsns ceeees 16 18 7 18 8 !
B. Assistant Principals, Deans ........... 503 410 129 433 163 .9.
C. CounsBelors ceeeecccecccccccccne teeossse 323 235 55 284 182
Librarians .- -1 Modia Specialists ...... 597 340 212 696 163
Remedial SpecialiBts .....ceeeevecnanss 504 891 382 563 0
Peychologinfg .evviveeercnnnnnns 2,025 4,579 1,177 2,064 1,033
Other staff:
A. Teacler aides .......... sesescans renens 349 2,549 124 10 1,033
B, Volunteers .ccieeevesssscscosseres ceees 839 385 101 312 344
C. Secur ty Guards ..... teseseesaesas ceene 1,824 17,055 780 1,868 1,395

weiggged enrollment

a
Ratio =

weighted number of full-time equilivant staff
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. high-per formance schools shows the same public-private difference, with
the private schools having less than half as many students per teacher.
-
Other staffing racios associated with intellecfual stimulation
and growth incluae rhose for librarians and media specialists, remedial
specialists, and teacher aides. Among the three sectors, the greatest
difference in these staffing patterns is the smaller number of students
per remedial specialist and teacher aide in other private schools.
It is possible that the low ratio of students to remedial specialists
reflects‘the highe; incidence of special education schools in the other
private sector (as shown in table 2.2.2). High-performance private
schools provide the greatest numbeir of librarians and media specialists.
of course, some o: this variation is attributable to school size (to
be discussed later).
‘ In the‘ areas of emotional growth and control of the school
anvironment, we look 4. three student-to-staff rat.os: assistant principals
and deans, counselors, and security guards. Again, among the three
major sectors the other private schools have the lowest student-to-
staff ratios. Of particular note i1s rhe lov student-to-counselor
ratio ;n the other-private schools (55, as compared with 323 in the
public schools and 235 in “atholic schools). Catholic schools show
the highest student-to-security=-guard ratio, indicating that there are
ver? few Catholic schools with security guards. The ratio of full-time
security guards to schools is approx.imately 1 for every 2.4 public schools,
1. for every 31 Catholic schools, and 1 for every 5 other private schouls.
Finally, it is interesting to note the incidence of volunceers with-

in each school type. Volunteers, relative to student enrollment, provide

. the least service to public schools, where there is on the average 1

Q

ERIC 153

l s




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-109-
full-time volunteer for every 839 students. Bv contrast, other private
schools have the greatest intensity of volunteer service--approximacely
I {ull-time volunteer for every |00 students.

These comparisions on staffing patterns can be misleading, given
the different sizes of the schools-in each sector. That the public
schools tend to béxlarge and the other private schools very small means
that if there-were 1 staff m;mber per 757 students in both of these
sectors there would be 1 per school in the publlic sector and only .
for every 5 schoold in the other private sector. Thus, the ratios of
studenfs to reamedial speciilists of 382 to 1 in the other private sector
and 504 to 1 in the public sector work out to be 1.5 per school in the
public sector, but oq}y 0.4 per school in the ot4er orivate sector.

And alrhough the number of students per assistant principal and dean

is only 120 in other private schools compared to 503 in public scheols,
this means 1.3 per schoor in the other private sector and 1.5 per school
in thelpublic sector.

In addition to the quantity of personnel available to students,

A'e quality or training of personnel is also relevaat to a student's

intellectual growth. The proportion of teachers holding master's or

“doctor's degrees is one indicator of staff quality. The three gectors

do not diffei &arkedly in the proportion of teachers holding advanced
degrees {not shown in the table): the average public school has 39
percent of its teachers holding master's or doctor's degrees, rhe
average Cathelic school 42 percent,‘and the average other private school
34 percent. 3 high~performance schools, however, do differ from the
others in this respect. In the public high-performance schools, 47
perzent of the teachers hold advanced degrees, and in the private "igh-

per formance schoels 54 percent hold advancec degrees.
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Regarding staff resources, then, one can draw several conclusions.
There is a striking contrast between the student-teacher ratios in the
public and Catholic schools and that in the other private schools.
For specialized staff, the comparison is more difficult: the student-
staff ratios are in many cases lower in the other private schools, but
the fact that the other private schools tend to be small means that
there are fewer of them with at least one such specialist than there
are public or Catholic schools. The three sectors are similar-in the
proportions of their teaching staff with advanced degrees, but high~
performance public and private schools have higher percentages of
teachers with advauced degrees.

1

4.5 Special Programs

Financial resources translate not only into staff and curriculum,
bul also into programs serving the special needs and interests of students.
Table 4.3.1 shows for each sector the percentages of students having access
to gselected special programs. We examine three classes of special programs:
alternative credit programs, programs for the talented, and programs for
students with special interests or needs. A note of caution is important at
the outset. We do not mean to imply that either availability of a wide
range of special programs or availability of a wide range of diverse courses
1s necessarily beneficial for - high school curriculum. Some in fact,
argue the opposite. The derogatory term, ''course proliferation,' has
been used to refer to the introduction (particularly in the 1960s and
19708) of new courses which, it is argued, diluted and made less demanding
the school's curriculum.

Alternative means of earning high school credits provide students
with a broader set of learning-experiencz options. This survey inquired

about three alternative means: work <perience or occupational training
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TABLE 4.3.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS HAVING ACCESS

TO SELECTED SPECIAL PROGRAMS:

SPRING 19802

2 . High-Performance
Program U.s. Major Sectors Schools
Total Public Cathotic OFher Public | Private
Private
Work experience or occupational
training credit .........c00v0ens 83 88 42 30 89 25
Credit by contract .......c.eceeen.. 30 - 31 24 18 50 - 11
Travel for credit ........cveevenns 13 13 14 3 56 24
College board advanced
) placement courses ......c.cce00e0 | 47 47 49 42 85 100
Program for gifted or talented ..., 56 58 37 36 56 13
Bilingual progrém Cereeraaraseraeas 28 31 5 h 50 0
Alternative school program ........ 47 51 | 8 1l 50 0
Program for pregnant girls '
or mothers ......iiieieeienennnes 41 ‘ 43 X 22 1S 24 0
Studeni exchange program .......... 55 517 37 44 LY 18
aSophomore access was calculated by welghting the school response by the sum of sophomore weights
in that school. These weighted responses were then summed for each sector to determine the proportions
of sophomores in a given sector having access to a program. (See footnote on p. 4-2 for further

discussion.)
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. credit, travel for credit, and credit by contract. Public and private
schools differ most in the proportion of students having access to wor;
experience or occupational training.credit: 88 percent of the students
in public schools have access to this alternative means of earning
credit, compared with 42 percent in Catholic schools and 30 percent
in other private schools. Subsrantially fewer students in all types

of schools have access to travel for credit or credit by contrac:.

Nationa.'y, 13 percent of all schools have travel for credit, ard 30 per-
~ent have credit-by-contract programs. Travel for credit is more often
found in high-performance schools, both public and private. Credit by
contract, while in evidence within all school types, is more often avail-
able to public school students.
Programs ori;nted toward high-achieving students are available

‘ in all types of schools with a few substantial, but not surprising,

differerces. Programs for the gifted or talented appear in relatively

low proportions in all but the high-performance schools. The similarity

among the public, Catholic, and other private sectors is greatest in

the area of college board advanced placement courses (between 42 and

49 percent of the students in each of these sectors have access to such

courses) and this similarity is in sharp contrast to the high-performance

public and pr. ate schools, where nearly all students have access.

Programs for students with special needs or interests include

bilingual programs, alternative-school programs, programs for pregnant
girls, and student-exchange programs. Generally, more public schools

than private schools have these programs. In particular, bilingual programs
are offer;: w*c: substantially greater frequency in public schools. Ap-

proximately a third of the students in all public schools have access to

such a program, as do half the students in high-pertormance public schools.
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. Alternative-school programs and those for pregnant girls appear
most frequently in public schools. Alternative schools began in the 1960s
outside the public school system, and table 2.2.2 showed that in the total
universe of schools there is a highe. percentage of al:ternative schools in
some types of private schools than'in the public sector. However, this

question asked about alternative programs in the school. Although very few
public schools are altermative schools (l.4 percent; table 2.2.2), many
have alternative-school program for a subset of students within the school.
It 18 this which accounts for the relatively high percentages for public
schools in table %.3.1. )

The major differeﬁ?es among the thréh\sertors in the availability
of spec%al programs appear éo be two: first, .ppublic schools have more
programs empnasizing concrete career preparatory experience; second,

. public schools have on the whole more of the special programs dis:ussed

than does either of the private sectors.

4.4 Physical Facilities

The physical fac.lities of a school do more than prov{de space
for traditiomal classroom activity. For instance, subject-area resource
centers may provide a way for students to pursue the activity of learning
more informally, student lounges and cafeterias pravidé arenas for student
‘culture to emerge, and areas allocated for remedial assistance provide
space for specialized equipment and resources.

Table 4.4.1 shows the frequency with which various facilities
are available to students in each sector. Th; accessibility of career-~
related facilities in the public sector points again to its stronger \

' orientation toward career preparation: 85 percent of the public school

/
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TABLE 4.4.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PURLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS HAVING
ACCESS TO CERTAIN PHYSICAL FACILITIES: SPRING 1980

. Major Se;Lors High-Performance
- U.s. Schools
Facility . Total oth .
Public catholic sher Public | Private
Private
Subject area resource center
(not library) .......cocevevenenne 26 25 42 27 56 70
Career informetion center .,........ 85 85 92 51 89 49
]
Occupational training center ...... 27 30 1 0 18 0 E
1
Remedial reading or , ’
mathemati =s laboratory .......... 67 69 50 27 69 11
- Media production facilities ....... 56 56 51 53 51 64
Indoor lounge .v.vvvsvrsnvsovsnoenss 22 21 26 63 45 93
Cafeteria .....covvvvevnnsnsnnsnnss 96 97 92 _ 82 100 82

aSOphomore access was calculated by weighting the school response by the sum of the weights in
that school. These weighted responses were then summed for each sector to determine the proportions of
sophomores in a given sector having access to each facility. (See footnote on p. 4-2 for further
discussion.)
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students attend a‘school‘where there is a career information center,

and 30 percent attend a school where there is an occupational. training
center. Oﬁly Catholic schools exceed public schools in the availability
of career information centers.

The provision of special laboratories for remedial reading an&
mathematics work are most in evidence in public schools: about two-
thirds of the students in this sector zre in sche®dls with at least one
of these facilities. 1In the Catholic sector, abou* half of the Qtudents
are in schools with such a iaboratory, while only 27 percent of the
students in the other private sector are in schools with such a laboratory

Over half of the students in everyv school type attend schools
with media production facilities. Without greater detail on their
utilization and capacities, few inferences can be made. One can assume
;t minimum, however, that these facilities make a wider variety of
instructional materials available, including both educational video
programs and educational programs originally preparad for commercial
of public televisiorn.

Among the three ;Qjor sectors, student lounges appear most
frequently 1u other private schools, and almost all high-per forfrance~
private schools have student lounges, It is possible that the small
enrollments of other private schools makes it more feasible to provide
this facility. Nearly all schools of all types have student cafe;erias.

T1is comparison of facilities points again to the general
similarities between Catholic and public schools as compared to the
other private schools. These measures of pnysical facilities are of

course superficial; a comprehensive comparison of physical facilities

in different sectors would require a different sort of survey.
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. 4.5 Federal Programs

One set of resources for which we expect to find differences
between public and private schools is federally financed programs.
For instabce, given that many of the federal'funds under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) are targeted to groups with special
needs, we might expect p;ivate schools to participate less frequently.
Yet private schools are eligible for Federal funds, and some participate
ir Federal programs. It is instructive, in this context, to review

the current participation in Federal programs of public and private

schools.
) Federal programs for eduéacion maintain certain eligibility
criteria for schools, usually compensatory or vocational in nature,
which may limit the number of schools eligible for furrdj.ng.1 Also,

. in some areas funding 1s not azutomatic, but depends on proposals from

the school or school district, and schools differ in their initiative

lﬁligibility for funding under these Federal programs differs
somewhat for public and private schools. ESEA Title I funds are allocated
through state education agencies to local educational agencies (LEAs).
Although private schools that meet the Title I criteria are eligible,
participation ddpends upcn arrangements with the LEA. Probably in part
as a result of the methoc of allocatiom, private secondary iastitutions
seldom participate in Tit:le I programs. For this and some of the other
Federal programs, some of the positive responses by school administrators
may be in error. Fugds authorized by Titles IVB, IVC, IVD, VII, znd
IX in ESEA explicitly permit funding to private secondary schools, provided,
of course, that other eligibility and use criteria are met. Federal
legislation also permits Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds to te
given to private secondary schools, but it appears that most state plans
for VEA funds do not include private secondary schools. (See The Condition
of Vocational Education 1980 or Galladay and Wulfsberg 1980.)
Guidelines for Talent Search and Upward Bound programs indicate
+ that this money goes almost exclusively to higher education institutions,
with high school students participating individually in the programs.
Comprehensive Emplovment and Training Act (CETA) programs arz administerad
. by the Department of Labor, and the prime spousor is ordinarily not
an educational institution. Thus, “igh school students participate
in these three programs, while high schools thamselves do not.
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in obta'ning Federal funds. The differences in federally funded programs
at different schcols are a result of both of these factors, as well
as,'in some cases, impediments to nrivate school participation introduced
by the state or local education agency.l

ESEA provides a broad range of resources and program oppertunities
to school districts and schuols. While eligibility varies among programs,
private schools participate in most of the ESFA programs that the survey

covers. (In not all cases does a positive response by a school administrator

mean that a school participates as a school. The question was worded

so that a positive response could mean‘participation in the program

by some students in the school.) The participation rate of private
schools is highest in the library program (Title IVB), in which nearly
all of the Catholic schools, 43 percent of the other private schools,
and 50 percent of the high-performance private schools partitipate (see
table 4.5.1). Catholic schools participate in this program at a higher

rate than public schools. 1In other ESEA programs, considered all together,

Catholic schools generally participate less than public schools, hut

»
r

their participation is not neglible; other private schools participate

hardly at all.
-
Among vocatrionally oriented programs, the differential participation
of public echools is even more evident. Participation in the programs
associated with CETA and VEA is almost ex?lusively in publ}c schools.

Catholic schools show low participation rates and other private sch-ols

articipate almost not at all. At the c.ue:. extreme, high-performance
P p 8 d

lFor discussion of the status of Federal programs in private
schools, see Summarv and Evaluation Report and How -0 Service Students
with Federal Educatdon Program Benefits, both published in 1980 under
the auspices of the Technical Assistance Institutes at the National
Catholic Educational Association.
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TABLE 4.5.1

PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVALE SCHOOLS REPORTING THAT THE SCHOOL OR ITS
STUDENTS PARTICIPATED IN SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS: SPRING 1980

: High-Perfouriuaace
Program » u.s. Major Sectors Schools
Total Public Catholic Other Public | Private
Private
Elementary & Secondary
Education Act (ESFA):
Title I: Economic disadvantaged .. 56 69 24 1 21 i
IVB: Library .....cvevvncnenen 81 86 99 43 76 54
IVC: Educational innovaticun .. 31 38 22 0 %2 20
IVB: Supplementary centers ... 22 21 31 . 12 17 Y
VIL: Bilingual education ..... 10 12 0 4 19 0 5
. . . 0
IX: Ethnic heritage series .. 7 8 13 0 4 G '
Vocational Education Act 63 (VEA):
Consumer ¢.d homemaki. ......, 50 17 8 1\ 69 0
Basic program ................. 513 67 5 1 20 0
Persons with special needs .... 38 48 5 1 80 0
Coopecative education ......... 45 55 14 6 91 O
High school work study ........ 44 55 6 I3 94 0
|
Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) ............. 65 51 17 5 84 0
Upward Bound . ...........c...,.... 17 21 8 ) 71 10
Talent Search .....vieeivvrnnnnnnn. 5 L6 4 I 1 20

aParticipation is usually by school for ESEA and VEA programs; che remaining programs generally
involve student-level participation at the secondary level.
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public schools show almost universal participation in Federal work
programs {Cooperative Education and Work Study),.

In general, federally funded vocationally oriented programs
are largely the domain of public schools. In ESEA programs, Catholic
schools participate at levels comparable to schools in the public sector
for some titles, while other private schools seldom participate, except

in the library program.

4.6 Conclusion

A number of patterns distinguishing the schocl t arces of

the different sectors can be seen in the variations shown in this chapter.

First, there is the efffct of size diffarences, which lead the
other privatz schools, smallest in size on the average, ar® to a lesser
extent, the Catholic schools to have iarvower range of courses than
do the public schools, to have specia programs less often, and to have
fewer physical facilities (such as remedial reading laboratorie.).

Second, there is a difference in orientation, which means that
the courses and programs less frequently found in private schools are
of certain types: vocational and technical courses, work-related programs,
and, in general, nonacademic courses and programs. The one traditional
academic area in which courses are least often found in other private
schools is foreign languages. Other differences in orienta..on ar=
found in the high-performance schools. These schools, public and private,

differ from other schools i1 more uniformlv providing advanced academic

resources. The high-performance schools differ from one another,
however, in the context in which rhese resou~ces are offered: the

hizh-performance private schools are mcre narrowly specialized 1in
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academic directions, while their public-sector counterparts superimpose

the more advanced academic courses and programs on an even more com-
prehensive range of courses and programs than is found 1n the public

sector as a whole.

Third, the other private schools have a much lower student-taacher

racio than the public and Catholic schools. The other private schools
operate with many fewer students per teachec than do the public or
Catholic schools--a difference so strong that the low student-tecacher
ratio might be considered a hallmark characteristic of non-catholic
private schools. The low ratio probably arises in part from the small
size of the other private schools and in part from conscious policy.
Fourth, private schools overall show lower participation in
federally funded programs, but this is selective, with Catholic schools

participating as frequently as public schools in a few of the prvogrars.
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CHAPTER 5 '
THE FUNCTIONING OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The functioning of a school depends both on its student resources
and on :ts own resources (of the sort examined in the preceding chapter).
In ways that neither educators nor sociologists unlerstand perfectly,
‘and in which :he accident of specific personalities plays some role,
the various components rcesult in a school that functions in a particular
way. In this chapter we examine that functioning, in sufficient depth ,
éo see some of the similarities and differences between the way schools
in the(diffe'ent sectors function.

The functioning of these types of schools will be examined in

five areas:

1. Student coursework

2. Levels of participation in extracurricular activities
3. The standards of discipline set by the school

4. Student behavior, including involvement in schoolwork and
discipline-related behavior

5. Student attitudes

The last two aspects, behavior and attitudes on the part of
students, could be trea* . equally well as outcomes of schooling in the
next chapter. Student responses about their interest and involvement
in school, the b "avior that causes disciplinary problems in the
school, and the attitudes they hold all play a part in the functioning
of the school, but they are in part shaped by the school as well. Thus
their inclusion in this chapter rather than the next is scaewhat arbi-

trary. Because we examine these behaviors and artitudes solely
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descriptively, as aspects of the functioning of each type of school,
the question of just how much the type of school is responsible for
these differences in behavior and attitudes remains unanswered. In
chapter 7, we return to differences in behavior and discipline and

provide some answers to this question.

5.1 Student CoursequE

Chapter 4 reported the courses and programs offered in each
ichool sector, but it showed only student access, not exposure to course-
work of different kinds. This section examines what courses stu&ents
say they will take or have taken. Several items in the student ques.ion-
naire provide information about this.

One question asked sophomores the number of semesters in major
subject-matter areas they had taken in the 10th grade (YB006); another
item asked them to raport the number of semesters in these same areas
they planned to take in grades 11 and 12 (YBOO9). A similar question
asked seniors about the semesters of coursework they had taken in grades
10, 11, and 12 in the same subjects. By comtining sophomores' responses
to the two questions, the plans of sophomores can be cempared to the
actions of seniors. This is dc~e in table 5.1.1, which shows the average
number of semesters planned by sophomores taken by seniors in grades
10, 11, and 12. These three years translate into six semesters of coucse-
work, and the tahle shows two semesters for each year of coursework,
four semesters for two years, and six semesters for three yesrs. The
total number of semesters taken in a subject can exceed six, however,
because students can enroll in more than one course in a subject per

semester.




TABLE 5.1.1

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEMESTERS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS, PLANNED BY SOPHOMORES
AND TAKEN BY SENIORS, IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Subject

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

Public

Catholic

Other Private

Public

Private

Grade

Grade

Grade

Grade

Grade

10 12

10 12

10 12

10 12

Average total
Mathematics
English
History
Spanish
French
German
Business

Trade, Technical

Other vocational

26.5

24,1 25.9

27.2 27.

5.1 4.
4.6 4

.8 27,

.6 6.
.6 4,
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The table shows intergsting comparisons among types of schools,
anong subjects, and between sophomores' plans and seniors' actions.
What is perhaps most striking is the similarity of the sophomores' plans
to what the seniors have actually taken. Overall, there are smail differ-
ences between the two in both directions, but the only uniform increases
among all sectors are in English, history, and business courses, and
the oaly uniform decrease is in "other vocational" courses. Thus sopho-
mores seem tO know with reasonable accuracy what they wil! take in the
next two years--assuming, of course, that the sophomores will in two
years show a profile similar to that of 1980 seniors.

Not shown in the table are the variabilities in sophomore expecta-
tions and senior realizations. For the academic subjects, the v -iation

among seniors in what they have actually taken is less than the variation

among sophomores in what they think they will take. That is, while the
averages of sophomore expectations about the number of semesters of

each of these academic subjects they will take are accurate, there

are mor2 extremes in the expectations of sophomores than in ghe actions

of seniors. The reverse is true for the nonacademic subjectgr(business
courses, trade, technical, and other vocational courses). For these
courses, in the public schools (and to a lesser extent in the private
schools) the seniors are more extreme in the amount of coursework they
have cowpleted than are the sophomores in their expectations. This,

of course, has to do with the way high schools are structured, with
academic subjects more ¢~ less standard fare for all students (though

at differing levels of difficulty), and vocational courses taken primarily

by those students who go into (or are directed toward) a vocatiunal

program., Some students who will never take a technical or vocational
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course expect to take a few such courses, while others who will end
up taking many of these courses underestimate that number as sophomores.

Table 5.1.1 also allows comparison of sectors according to the
average amount of coursework completed in academic and nonacademic -:ourses.
The average amount of academic coursework completed by public school
seniors provides a basis for comparing students in other sectors. On
the average, these students complete, over grades 10, ll1, and 12, two
years of mathematics, one and a half years of sciince, two and a half
years of history, three years of English, aud one and a half years
in all foreign languages taken together. Of course, this list does
not include all acadermic coursework, but it does sketch out the exposure
of U.S. public high school students to basic academic courses.

Students in the private sector vary somewhat from this modal
picture. On the average, students in Catholic schools and other private
schools taxe three more semesters of academic coursework (the first
three groups of courses in table 5.1.1) than do students in public school..
A similar difference is found between high-performance private and public
schools (although students in the latter schools take slightly more
academic coursework than do students in the Catholic or other private

sectors). Considering each academic subject separately, the differences

among the public, Catholic, and other private sectors are rather small. KT“

The students in high-performance private schools stand out sharply in
mathematics and French: the average senicr completes more than a semester
of mathematics and of French beyond that completed by students in other
sectors.

The differences between the public and private sectors are re-

versed for business, trade, technical, and other vocational courses.

174
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These courses are less frequently taken by private school students,
with the uifferences especially great for the high-performance private
schools.

Among the foreign languages, German has nearly vanished as a
subject studied by students in all types of schools. French is also
infrequently taken in the public schools, but it remains the dominant
language in the high-performance private schools, and occupies an equal
position with Spanish in the non-Cetholic private schools.

Altogether, the comparison of specific subjects taken in public
and private schools indicates no sharp divergence between the two.
Perhaps the greatest areas of divergence are foreign languages, of which
the private school students take more, and nonacademic occupational
courses, of which the public school students take more. Other than
this, one can say only that the private school students take, on the
average, slightly more courses, and that these are generally in academic
éubjects,

Looking at specific academic courses, such as :alculus or physics,
however, there are some great difference. betwee. the types of schools.
Seniors were asked about each of nine academic courses: four mathematics
Sourses, two science courses, and third-year courses in each of three
foreign languages. Table 5.1.2 shows the percentage of seniors in each
school type taking these courses. Within each area, the courses are
ordered by the percentage of students taking each.

In matbematics courses, ranging from geometry to calculus, about
half to two-thirds as many public school students take these courses
as do Catholic or other private school students. Comparing Zatholic
schools with other private schools in each of the mathematics courses,

a slightly higher percentage of Catholic school students than of other
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TABLE 5.1.2

PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS REPORTING THEY HAVE
COMPLETED SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES: SPRING, 1980

Course Tgéii . lor Sectore Other ngh;E:ZSf:mance

Public¢ Catholic Private Public | Private
GeOMELTY tvivsenvecoreoroncoonsonns 56 53 84 17 817 100
AlRebra 2 ..eveereren... e 49 42 70 56 76 99
Trigonometry ......... Cecereecennns 24 22 44 42 57 70
Calculus ...... e 6 | 6 11 10 22 | 63
Chemistry ....... tereeetees teteeans 38 37 33 51 68 79
PhysicC8 t.viiiereeeerocacecnoeonnns 20 18 23 28 46 67
3rd Year Spanish ........ceceeeen.. 4 3 7 8 11 i1
3rd Year French ...cevveveecerecnns 3 2 6 10 8 18
3rd Year German ........ecccve0e0en 1 0\ 1 1 2 5 2
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private school students take these COu;ses. An exceptionally high propor-
tion of students in high-performance private schools take these advanced
mathematics courses, with 63 percent taking calculus, the most advanced.
The pertentages for the high-performance public schools lie between
those of the private sector as a whole and those of the high-performance
private schools. Generally, the mores advanced the course, the smaller
the ratio of public school enrollment to private school enrollment.
Neither of the two science courses, chemistry and physics, is
taken by a large proportion of students, except in the high~performance .
schools. Chemistry is taken less often in all types of schools than
algebra 2, but more often than trigonometry. Physics is taken less,
only about half as often as chemistry (except in the highfperformahce
schools). It is taken by fewer students than take trigonometry, but by
more than take calculus. In these sciences, the public schools are
somewhat closer to the private schools than is tr e for mathematics.
The third year of a foreign language is taken by only a small
minority in any type of school. We have no direct comparisons with
carlier cohorts or other developed countries, but both of theue compar-—
isons would undoubtedly emphasize the relative lack of advanced foreign
language training among contemporary American high school students,
in public and private schools. In the public schools, attended by about
90 percent of the students, the highest enrollment for a third-year
language course is.3 percent, in Spanish. The percentage of students
in public schools enrolled in any third year language course is 6 percent,
compared with 14 percent in Catholic schools, and 20 percent in other
private schools. It is not the case that the lower percentage of students

taking each of these courses in the public schools is due to lack of
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opportunicy, Table 4.1.2 in the preceding chapter gshowed that the per-
centage of private school students in schools where such a course is
available is smaller than, or at most equal to, the percentage of public
school students in such schools. That is, these courses are generally
more 2avrilable in the public sector, but are taken by fewer students.

If we look at the percentages of students in those schools where
the course is available who take the course, che differences in table
5.1.2 are slightly magnified. Table 5.1.3 showc these percentages,
and the differences between public and private are slightly greater.
This is c¢i course due, at least in part, to the small sizes of private
schoels. In such schools, the percentage of students interested in
a given course must be fairly high for the absolute number to be great
enough to warrant the teaching of the course. Thus in the small.st
schools, the other private schools, the percentages .1iking a course
where i; is offered tend to be especially high.

The public~private school differences are, howeve~, reduced
if, in the scnool® where the courses are offered, we look only at those
students who say taey expect to get & 4-year college degree (BB065).
fable 5.1.4 chows these comparisons. The course profiles in mathematics
and physics in public schools are much closer co those in Catholic and
other private schonls. In latguages, however, the differences between
the othor private schoois or the one hand and public and Catholic schools
or. the other remain great.

Tt . altogether, comparing ccursework taken 1. the public and
private schools, we can say that a superficial look at the number of
semesters in general subjects shows a gceat similarity between public
and private; but, when we examine specific advanced courses in these

schools, a far greater percentage of private school students take these
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TABLE 5.1.3
& PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WHERE SE;ILECTED ACADEMIC
COURSES ARE OFFERED WHO HAVE TAKEN THESE COURSES: SPRING 1980
Coucse u.s. Major Sectors High;is;ﬁt;mance
. Total Public Catholic Ogher Public | Private
Private
GeomeLry ....i.iiieiiiiiiatiiaianann 57.3 54.4 84.5 79.0 86.1 99.8
Algebra 2 ..., ... ool 50.2 47.8 72.3 67.1 75.5 98.8
Trigonomelry .......oiiiiviiinnnn.. 28.0 25.5 48.1 46.8 52.5 94,2
Calculus ... . i it iinnnnn, 10.4 9.5 14.7 24.6 23.5 62.2
Chemistry ......ovivieiiinnninnnn., 39.2 37.6 52.8 54.6 68.5 | 78.9 =
Physics ..., 21.3 20.4 24 .4 30.6 45.8 66.6 v
Jrd Year Spanish ..........0.vn.n.. 5.0 4.4 7.5 16.7 11.5 17.2
Ird Year French ..............cc.... 3.8 3.1 6.4 12.9 9.5 20.8
Ird Year German ., ...v.iinennneennns 2.3 2.2 1.2 7.0 5.3 4.5

\ 151




TABLE 5.1.4

PERCENT OF SENIORS 1t« PUSLIGC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS EXPECTING TO FINISH
4-YEAR COLLEGE WHO HAVE TAKEN SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES

WHERE THESE COURSES ARE ()FFERED:

SPRING 1980

“1e1~

Public | Catholic Private Public | Pr.vate
GEOMEETY  vvvevserseneennineannnne. 82.1 80.1 9.3 90.5 9.2 | 99.8
Algebra 2 R ERERRRY 14.4 7,.0 83.6 81.4 86.4 98.8
TriGONOMEELY  vvveeerneenseannnns, 49.6 £7.3 62.9 56.5 67.1 94.5
Calculus ... ... iiiiiiitiiineinnenns 19.7 18.7 20.8 33.1 29.9 63.5
Chemistry .o.iciriieeiennnennnenenns 63.0 62.3 67.0 66.7 79.8 79.0
Physics ol iiiinnt ittt iennnaaeans 35.4 35.2 34,0 40.0 58 .4 65.9
Ird Year Spanish ........cccvieen. .. 7.7 7.1 8.4 . 19.9 13.6 i4.2
3rd Year French ....c.viviininnnnnns 6.6 5.6 8.7 23.4 12.1 21.1
Jrd Year Germain  vviereeneenneenonns 3.5 3.4 1.9 = 7.1 J 5.0 | 4.6
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courses. TIf we control for students' higher education plans, these
differences are reduced, and, presumably, statistical controls on family
background would reduce the differences even more. Thus, while the .
student bodies of publié and private schoois as a whole differ consid-
erably in their tasking of tbese advanced courses, students with similar
college plans (and similar in other respects) have similar course profiles.
This leaves open, of course, the question whether these college plans
are brought to the school wholly from the outside or are in part gener-
ated by the different school environments. We examine that question

in section 6.2.

5.2 Extracurricular Activities

Along with the courses that students take in ezch of these types
of schools, they participate in extracurricular activities. And, because
the schools are organized quite differently, we might expect the extra-
curricular activity profiles of students to differ according to the
type of school they attend. Table 5.2.1 shows the percentzge of students
in each sector participating in each of thirteen types of school .ctiv-
ities listed in the student questionnai-e (BB032). The acti\.ties are
grouped into four loosely homogeneous area-.

First of all, it is useful to note that the.e are few major dif-
ferences between the participatién profiles of sophomores and seniors.
The only major difference in the public schools is the 10 per-ent increase
in senior participation in vocatjonal education clubs. Among the smaller
differences, however, some are consistent across sectors. Band aud
orchestra participation appears to decline slightly, as does participa-
tion in subject matter :lubs. In contrast, participation in Lobby clubs

appears to increase sl htly. In addition, cheerleading seems to increase
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TABLE 5.2.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENTORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING
IN VARIOUS EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES: SPKING 1980

Major Sectors High-Performance Srhools
Activity Public Catholic Other Private Public Private
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Varsity athletics a
(Seniors only) .... NA 35 NA 37 NA 58 NA 39 NA 73
Athletics (soph) or
other athletics
(seniors) ......... 53 41 62 47 69 55 20 26 84 65
Cheerleading & pepclub 14 15 16 15 13 17 17 13 11 17
Debate, drama ...... 10 14 14 18 18 33 18 15 24 36
Chorus, dance ...... 22 21 23 20 28 31 20 19 24 27
Band, orchestra .... 17 I 1 10 ~7-9 15 14 18 15 11 12
, Subject matter clubs. 26 24 28 25 27 25 24 21 30 23
Vocational education .
clubs ....... e 15 25 4 7 7 9 6 8 3 0
Hobby clubs ....... : 21 23 21 22 24 27 21 26 34 43
Hoaorary Society .. NA 17 NA 20 NA 17 NA 17 NA 11
School newspaper .. NA 18 NA 28 NA 45 NA 24 NA 57
Student government . NA 18 NA 20 NA 30 NA 19 NA 29

“NA = not applicabple; sophomores not asked about partic.pation.
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(the athletics questions are not quite ccmparable at the sophomore and
senior levels, and cannot be directly compared), as does participation
in debate or drama. Participation in chorus or dance appears to decline
slightiy in the public and Catholic schools, but to increase in the
other private and high-performance private schools.

Among schou. sectors, the public schools and the Catholic
schools seem similar, and slightly different from the other private
schools. The high-performance private schools differ from public and
Cathclic in the same direction as all of the other private schools,
but more emphatically. The principal difference between the public
and Catholic schools on the one hand and the other private and high-
performance private on the other is that in the latter, partici-
pation in a number of activities appears to grow over time, with seniors
participating ﬁore than sophomores. 1In the public and Catholic schools,
this growth is less frequenc. The differenées between school types at
the senior level in the last two activities, school newspaper and’
student govevnment, suggest that the same generalizatiun would hold
for these activities if they had been included at the sopliomore level.

Regardless of the reason, thr end result is that participation
in extracurricular activities in the other private and high-performance
private schools, which is similar to that in public and Catholic schools
at the sophomore level, is somewhat higher by the senior year. This
can be seen in a slightly different way by looking at two measures of
sophomore-senior dirferences for the seven activities that are directly
comparable (3 through 9 in table 5.2.1): the number of activities in
which senicrs show a higher participation rate than sophomores, and

the gum of senior-sophomore difference in percentage participating.

1Rr7




TABLE 5.2.2
DIFFERENCES IN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR PARTICIPATION IN EXTRACURRIZULAR
ACTIVITIES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980
Major Sectors High-Per formance
. Schools
Differences Other
Public Catholic . public | Private
Private
Sum of senior-sophomore differences ....... 12 0 24 -7 21
Fruction of activities in which
senior participation is higher .......... 4/7 1/7 5/7 2/7 5/7
r
[
v
1
--
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These are shown in table 5.2.2. The table shows that, by both measures,
the other private and high-performance private schools are distinguish~
able from the other types of schools. Participation grows over time

in these schools, but declines or grows less in the others.

One might conjecture that extracurricular activitie ire organ-
ized differently in the Catholic and public schools than in the other
private schools. In particular, there are two approaches a school may
take to the organization of extracurricular activities. One is a selec-
tive orientation, which recruits younger students into, say, less selec-
tive choruses, with subsequent narrowing down for the more selective
chorus, or into junior varsity athletics with only the best going on
to the varsity. Another approach, the intramural orientation, holds
to the philosophy that everyone ought to try evgfything. This latter
approach may be seen in elite English schools that aspire to develop
a "well-rounded" individual. >

If the public and Catholic schools have the selective orienta-
tion to extracurricular activities, and the other private schools more
often have the intramural orient-tion, this would explain the partici-
paticut decline from sophomore to senior in publi¢ and Catholic schools
and the growth (or at least the absence of decline) in the other private

schools.

5.3 Disciplinary Standards

Discipline in schools is regarded by mAny as the most important
problem in American education. In a yearly Gallup Poll concerning edu-

cation, the general public has for a number of years ranked discipline

as the most importart problem in schools. And superintendents, principals,

and teachers complain bitterly about censtraints on them, legal and
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otherwise, which they regard as preventing them from imposing and main-
taining order eir schools.

Discipline is also one of the areas in which public and private
schools are believed to differ most. Catholic schools in partjcular
are frequently regarded as highly disciplined in comparison with public
schools. It is of special interest, then, to see the similarities and
differences in disciplinary standards and in student- behavior in public
schools and the private school sectors. In this section we examine
disciplinary standards; in the‘next (section 5.4) we examinc student
behavior.

Several questions were asked, ia the school questionnaire and
the student questionnaire, about rules and enforcement of rules. Table
5.3.1 shows how the responses to two of those questions compare for the
different sectors, and how the students' and administrators' responses
compare.

There is not a great difference among thé%sectors, according
to both administrators and students, in responsibility for property
damage. Virtually all administrators in all sectors indicate that stu—
dents are helq responsible. Sophomores' responses are also similar
across types of schools, although the percentaée is somewhat lower in
public schools. In all sectors, a substantial minority of sophomores
say no such rule is enforced. The difference between administrators
and students, of course, might be in interpretation of what "enforceQ"

means: for some of the students, enforced might include finding the

" student who is responsible, and their responses may reflect the opinion

that the student is often not found. The difference between adminis-

trators and soprhomores is greatest in the puolic schools and least in
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TABLE 5.3.1

*  CERTAIN RULES ARE ENFORCED AT THEIR SCHOOL:

SPRING 1980

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND ADMINISTRATORS REPORTING THAT

Major Sectors

High-Per formance

U.s. Schools
Item and Group Total ] ] Other ] ]
Public Catholic . Public | Private
Priyate
Students responsible to school
for propertv damage
Sophomores .........evievnnnnnn 65 64
- . s -
Administrators ........ e 97 96
Rules about student dress
’ +
SOPhOMOTeS . .vvvvreveenrnennnss 46 42
' 58 51

Administrators ....... e
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the Catholic schools, consistent with the general perception that disci-
plire is most fully enforced in Catholic schools and least fully enforced

.

in public schools. . ) - .

Rules about student dress distinguish the sectors sharp'y--and
there f‘iii}tlc disagreement Letween soéh;mores and administrato;s.
;n virtually all cf the Catholic 3choo£s, ;bout two-thirds of the other
private schools? and perhaps haif of the public school§ there are en-
forced rules about student dress. Thus the greater strictness of the
Catholic schools, as well a; qge intermediate position of the other °
private schools, is evident in this area.

Table 5.3.2 shows responses of seniors and sophomores to general

questions gbout the effectiveness and the fairness of discipline in

the school (BBOSBF\and G). Among the-three sectors, students in Catholic
schools are the most likely to rate their school as "excellent" or ""good"
in effectiveness of discipline, al public gchool students are least
-likely to do so. On fairness of discipline, again the private schools
are more ofcen rated by their students as good or excellent than are
the public schools; but this timegthe Catholic schools and the other
private schools are approximatély alike. It is in effectiveness of
discipline, as perceived by their students, that thélprivate schools
(and especially the Catholic scnoofi) depart most sharply from the public
schools. :

The two sets of high-performance schools differ sharplf on both
of these dimensions of discipline. Thé high—performancexprivate schools

are the highest of all sectors in both diménsions, while the high-performance

public schools are hardly distinguishable from che ‘public schools as

-

a whole.

4
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TABLE 5.3.7 _
. PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SEMIORS IN PUBLIC ANb PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
THEIR SCHOOLS' EFFECTIVENESS AND FAIRNESS OF DISCIPLINE AS
YEXCELLENT" OR "GOOD": SPRING 1980.
Ma jor Sectdrs ngh—Performance
U.S. Schools
Class Total ) oth -
ota Public Catholic wner _Public | private
Private
Effectiveness of discipline:
SENIOTS i vvereernneeenonnnnens 44 42 72 58 52 79
A LY
Sophomores ...... e e aeneeaan he 41 76 55 40 19
Fairness of discipline: A
i .
SENIOTS . .ieieterirenneennn 37 34 47 46 40 62
Sophomores .............000.... 40 39 52 /_—s 5Q 41 68
\ -
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The lower rating of public schools by their students in fairness

of discipline is somewhat ironic. In the past decade and a half, legal

-~

stricturers to insure fairness of digcipline, such as requirements for

due proces8 before suspension, elaborgte review processes, and-statistical

a ~

)
comparisons of disciplinary actionms by race to insure racial fairness,
s

have been imposed by the courts or the Federal government on public
schools. These strictures are much less fully.imposed on private schools

(in part, of course, 3imply becaude}athndance at these gchools is by

. choice rather than assignment). Yet it is the private schools, less

o

-

bound by the strictures designed to insure, fairness, that are more often

regarded ég fair by their students. This suggests that the legdlistic

, : 8

appryach to insuring faiéness in discipline may be less effective thp?
other approaches in bring{ng about*fairness;?qu the upper.ggrel of

the table suggests that it may indeed’ be counégrproductivé for'e}fec;ix
ness of discipline. Of course, the effectivendss of discipline is also

dependent on gther factors. In particular, private schools hdve more

control over the entrance and exit of their students than do public

»

schools. . . g
. * . ¢ . . .
One sther question somewhat related to the disciplinary climate

- ¢ ) oy .
of a school asked the students about teachers'’ ingerest in students.
f . \ . -~
The responses to that question are shown in- table 5.3.3. The table
>
shows that among the three sectors it is the teachers in other private

"

schools who are mest often regarded as interested in their gtudents.
Teachers in the public schools are by far the least often saen as inter-

ested In students. _Again, the high-performance private schools are

.

highest in perceived interest of teachers, while the high~performance
[ X - *

public schools are similar to the public schools aagé wnole. Here,
i .
i ‘ -
and to a Jesser degree in otler aspects of discipline, the smaller average
' .. S

- ]
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TABL: 5.3.3

%

-

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
THEIR TEACHERS' INTEREST IN STUDENTS AS "EXCELLENT": SPRING 1980

-1

“ZHT=s

. ‘Hi gh-I;‘er form=ace
t
‘U. 8. . Major Sectors , Schools
Clasa {1 Total . Other

0 - Public Catholic Private Publig | Private

Seniors ...... ettt 14 12 : 25 7 15 64

. ~ & 'A
SophomoTes ™ L .iiiiiiiiineitieaanenn 11 9 25 34 15 55
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size of the private schools (and especially the other private schools)

. may be responsible for some part‘of the differences.
Another way to examine the difference in disciplinary standards

in each type-of school is to aggregate the student response in each

.

»
school and then compare the school averages and ranges within each sector.

This procedure gives’us a way to compare general school climates among

sectors. Such an aggregation of responses was' cone for the discipline

and climate items discussed previously--teacher interest in-dtudents,
4

effectiveness of discipline, and fairness of discipline--as well as

for an item on school spirit (BBOS3H). ThLe responses were aggregatéd
—~ across both grades, and the school was characterized according to the

average student resgonge. Figure 5.3.1 shows the mean of the school

. .~

rating for each sector, and an {ndication of the range obtained by adding

-

e

and subtracting two standard deviations. (About 5 percert of schools
! would fall outside of two standard geviations.) Thus, one can cohpate

both the average school climate fot each sector, and the degree of simi—

liarity for schools within each sector (the range).

L3

/

"Two gemeral differences in range hold across, at least three

of the four measures: the very broad:distributions'among.the other

?

.

private schools, and the tight distributions of high-performance private
and public schools. The breadth of the distributions for the other

A 4
private schools implies that these schools differ considerably among

-

themselves in fairness and effectiveness of discipline: For instandce,

7
/

althdugh they are higiter than the public schools in aveiige perceived
'S -

. . : . X : .
fairness, a few are seem as worse than nearly any public school in fair-
A
ness of discipline. Teacher interest in other private schools shows

-~
: £

»

. -a-simila;'ly brqQad distz;_ibut.ion. Finally, there is high variability

H
H
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Average ratingof school by students

{
’ L #1 pooR / FAIR GOOD EXCELLENY
v 7 & et
/ '
Teacher Interest Ih students: . ‘ -
Fublc ‘ A i amad
. Cathukc . 1 —
B
Uther pivate [— 1 4
tigh pertamance publc ' R ] _ . .
/ Hh peilormance pivaie ‘ /S —
Ellecuive discipline: . _
Publc \ 1 :
Caphutc e [ i
" Db plvats . i —
thyh-paroimanca -pubc j [N E— ’
tigh- petlermance pivels : . 1 —
Falr discipline: :
Publin N 3| —_— *
Cathalic s | 4
Other prvate - 1 ,
High -pertomancs publhc % s L )
High pedumance pivate - 4 i d .
Schaul spint:
Lailhc — ] ,
l"alhulo[l; 1 ol 4[
Ot prvata ' . i /;I
Hrgh-perlormance public - 1 u
Hhigh perlurmance pmai A . 1 i
Fig. 5.3.1. dchool aggregate ratings of discipline, teacher Interest, and
v school spirit by students in the rublic and private seclors: average and range
within each school sector: Sprir, 1980.
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’

in school discipline climatcs in other private schools, and high consis-
tency among both public and private high—perforﬁance schools.l
Looking at central tendencies, which tell us about the averége

-
school within each type, the high~performance private schools are'highest
in teacher igterest, ef%ectiveness of discipline, anq fairness of disci-
pline, and low only‘in school spi;it (though they show a wide range).
Conversely, the public schools are lowest in teacher interest and in
effective and fair discipline; in school spfrit they are relatively
high, exceeded ;nly by the Catholié schools. High-performance public
schools tend to be rated slightlfvhigher-o;'these dimensions ofischool
environment than the public schoois, except in school spirit.
Comparing Catholic and other private schools, the Catholic schools
are higher in effeqtivgness of discipline'and in school spirit, the
other private schocls are higher in teacher i;terest, and the two are
about equul in fairness of discipline. .
These results at the school.lgvel are consistent with the individual-
level results, except that the inclusion of the range of schools within .
each of thé sectors on measdres of. discipline reveals the greag variation
within the other private s:hools. o
Altogethes, the indicators of disciplinary standards and disci-

plinary climate indicate that the standard stereotypes are by and large

'}! . . .
true. The Catholic schools are strictest in discipline; the other private

-

1Some part of the variability in all sectors is due to sampling
variability, since only a sample of students in each grade level was
included in the study. For most sectors, this sampling variability
is small, since, if all sampled students responded, the school average -
is based on seventy-two student responses. But some schools, especially
in the otlier private sector, were so small that the total of the sopho-
more and senior classes was considerably below seventy-two. Thus a
part of the brqgader variability for other private schools is due to
this sampling variability.

/
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schools are somewhat less strict and appear to be more narturant (as
evidencad by perceived teacher interest). The public schools, taken
as a whole, are neither strict nor nurturant. In addition, they sce
least often regacded by their students as fair in their exercise of

discipline.

5.4 -Student Béﬁaviog

In this section we codbare the obverse of disciplinary standards,
that is, student behavior in different sectors, including involvement
in school, attendance, tdtdiress, wnd cutting classes. Student behavior
1s in part the consequence of the way a school is organized and admin-
1stered and in part the cause. We know that students attend school
with different degrees of r;gularity. making teaching more or less diffi-
cult; that stuéents spend varying amonnts of time on homework; and tha.,
when in school. srwdents exhibit differing degrees of behavier nroblems.
The question of interest here is just how the various sectors of educa-

AN

tion compare in student behavior.
%

5.4.1 Involvement in school

Involvement in school is one aspect of student behavior. There

are several measures of this in the student questionnaires. Ora is

Y i v
tgé\gmount of time spent on homework (BBOl5); a second is the true-false
; C

responSe to a stat ment that the student is interested in schook (BBO59C):
a third is another true-false response to a statement that the stucent
likes to work hard in school (BBOGIE).

E]

The awi;age amount of time spent on homework differs considerably

among the sectors. The averages for sophomores are: less than four

hours a week in the public schools; over five and one-half in Catholic
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schools, other private sch~nls, aad high- performance public schools;

an¢ over nine hours in the high-performance private schools. Again,

the other private schools show a greater diversity than the Catholic .

schools, with more students a each extreme. Most homogemeous are high-

S

performance private schools,_where nearly all of the sophomores spend
over ‘three hours and almost half spend over ten hours (table 5.4.1). -
3 ‘o § ]
Seniors spend less time on homework than dc sophomores, except

in the high-performance private and public schools, where slightly more

-

-
time is spent, on the average. From this evidence, seniors appear slightly .
. -

. less inyolyed in schoolwork than are sophomores. One other point from

the table is noteworthy: In both the Catholic schools and the high-

.

performance private sci.ools, no sophomore, and almost no senior, reports
not having homework assigned; in the public schools, 2.4 percent of
sophomorgs and 4 percent oflseniors report that none is assigned.
Although‘watching television is not part of school functioning,
. V?%ﬁf .
1t stands as a kind of alternative time expenditure for high school
students, and it is useéulvto see how students from the different types
of sciools balance their time bétween television and homework. Table
5.4.2 shows the amount of time spent on watching television by all stu-

dents in a week, and_these result. can be compared to the amount of

time spent on homework. Comparison of tables 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 reveals

that the lesser time spent.on homework by the average public school

student is matched by a éreater amount of time spent in watching tele-
~vision. Because of She different time categories .sed for the two items,

and because of a g;qgral normative pressure to overreport .ime spent

in homework and underreport time spent watching telev’sion, the absolute

numbers of hours in the two activities cannot be directly compared.




TABLE

5.4.1

AVERAGE TIME SPENT ON HOMEWORK BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

T

'\ - i
' Major Sectors PHigh-Performance Schools
. U.S. Total
Time oa Homework Public Catholic O?her Public Private
Private
P Grade Grade Grade
. 10 12 10 .| 12 10 12 10 12 10 ] 12 | 1C 12
No homework assigned ...... 2.3 3.6 2:4 4,0 0.0~ 0.6 1.7 l.d 1.3] 0.7 0.0 0.0
None ..iiiiieiennnnnnanenns 4.5 4.0 4,7 4,2 2.3 2.3 2.4 3.8 2.2f 2.3 0.6 1.9
Less than 1 hour/week ..... | l4.1 16.3} 14.9| 17.1 6.3 9.9] 6.3 8.0 7.5 i 8.0 0.9} 2.2
One to three hours ........ 28.3 30.3 29.5,, 31.2 4 20.3} 24.8} 17.6} 17.816.3119.5| 3.5 4.5
| -
Three to five hours ...... | 24.0 21.3| 24.0| 21.0§ 24.9| 25.1| 22.5)| 22.8|23:2122.8]12.0} 6.8 -
i o
£~
Five to ten hours ..eeeeves 20.5 18.0 19.4 17.0 32.8 2].1 29.8 27.3 136.8 | 27.2 |35.2]29.0 P
More than tem ............| 6.4  6.4| 5.4 5.6| 13.3] 10.2 | 19.8 | 19.3 [12.7 [19.6 |47.9|55.6
’ i l ’
A,veragea cetietiatenas 3.9 3.7 3.7 3.5 5.6 4,9 6.0 5.8 5.6 ] 5.7 9.1 9.5
8calculated by assigning 0.5, 2.0, 4.0, 7.5, and 12.5 to the last five categories in the table, and
0 to the first two.
\
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TABLE 5.4.2

* . AVERAGE TIME SPENT WATCHING TELEVISION BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS 4
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATENSCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

U.S. Total

Ma jor Sectoss

-~

High~-Performance Schools

Number of hours Public Catholic Other Public Private
per week Private
Grade Grade Grade

10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
NONE = vvvvnnnnnn e 2.6 3.6 2.4 3.4 2.8 4.0 7.6 9.7 4.0 4.1| 7.6 11.0
Less than one hour ...... 6.5  10.9 6.0 10.5 8.°  11.5] 17.3 18.8] 11.6 17.3]| 24.7 25.2
‘One to two hours™~........ 13.2 18.0 12.9 17.7 16.4 21.2 15.06 21.6] 20.3 23.61 28.2 24.7
Two to three hours ...... 19.5 22.1| 19.6 22.2| 20.4 23.8] 16.1 18.0} 24.4 23.2] 16.8 20.7

. - ¥

Three to four hours ..... 18.0 17.3! 18.0 17.4| 18.7 17.5| 18.3 13.3} 14.2 15.6} 9.7 8.2
Four to five hours ...... 12.8 11.0 13.0 11.3 12.3 9.1 8.3 7.1 8.7 6.8 4.3 3.3
Five or more hours ....... 27.4  17.1] 28.1 17.6] 21.3% 13.0] 18.8 11.4]| 18.8 9.5] 8.6 7.0
MEAN  veerinnnnnnnnn 4.1 3.3 4.2 3.4 3.7 3.0 3.2 2.6] 3.2 2.6| 2.2 2.0

3calchlated by assigning

first two.

.5, 2.5, 3.5, 4.5,

an’ 8.0 to the last six categories,

and 0 to the

r-64T=
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~are very small. 7The same can be said for responses to the question

-150-

But the direction of the differences among the sectfrs is exactly re~ '
verse. for television watching and for honework. The public school .

s

students are lowest in homework, highest in television watching; the ‘ :

1

students in high-performance private schools are highest in homework,

\
lowest ir television., These two time expenditure reports suggest the = . °

differing levels of demands imposed on students in the different types

¥
N 2
L

of schools. . ' -

Iy
L.
L4 .

In addition to comparisons by school type, comparison of seniors
N \3 N

and sophomores is of interest. Seniors watch less television tlian
sophomores & ' are also less occupied by homework. A greater amount
of their attention than that of sophomores is devoted qp’activitie%

L

other than either schoolwork or television. Another report from this

*

study (Lewin-Epstein 1981) shows that a mdjor area of activity for .

-

.many youth 13 employment . . o ¥

-
. B -

>

a

* Student réports of intg(est in school and lil'tingx to wor¥® hard, * W i

in sc;&ol give another perspective on the capacity of these schools .

as constituted to captere the attention of their studefts (see table
-y . : A
s . . * T,
5.£.3). These items, however, show considerably' fewer differences smong

v
H

] - . . . h ! ‘51' N
students by sector than’does the item cancerning time $pent gn homework.

It is true that fewer of the students in public schools amd.more of a

the students in high-performance private schools repqrf-beingriiterested,

but the differencés between the public and private échbolq as & whole

»e

- ) L
about liking to work hard: there are only small differences among the

schools, and the public schoots are not consistently the lowest.
In general, for both of these questions, the seniors .show, as s
already suggested by their spending less time on hoﬁekork, slightly

less interest in schocl than do the sophomores. Thus, again, there

.2N9g

v




TABLE 5.4.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBU{iONS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS OF STUDENTS [NTERESTED
IN SCHOOL AND OF STUDENTS LIKING TO WORK HARD IN SCHOOL: - SPRING 1980

&

/ i Major Sectqrs High-Performance Schools
4 U.S. Total * Oth
Item Public Catholic Lner Public Private
N . Privat
Grade Grade ~ Grade .
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 - 12
Intgrested in school?
YES ceiverene Veeeeanaas 76.4 73.7 76.2 713 2 718.7 76.3 78.1 82.1 80.9 76.1] 88.4 88.7
7 23.6 26.3 23.8 " 26.8 21.3 23.7 21.0 12.9119.1 23.9)12.6 ..1.13
i . i !
. 7
Like werking hard fn
school? - . -
. .
YES wieeveelienennnnans 54.0 52.3 54.0 52.2 52.8 52.3 56.4 54.2153.8 57.3163.6 56.7
No ...l Qi N 46.0  47.7 46.0 47.8 47.2 47.7 43.6 45.8146.2 42.2136.4 433
|
- .
h - & '
. , K - €
: ]
l ) tx.
/
Q :31.() .

v

161~
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along these lines differs according to t}pe of schcol. Table 5.4.4

. 2 B -152- S

is indication that in, all sectors: the inrerest and involvement of seniors
14

in Highfgcbool‘is somewhat lower than~th§t of sophomores.

I's
, -

5.4.2 Schogl attendance

Another area of student behavior is attendapce. We look at

A b

three potential problems in this area: a?sence from school for reasopns

other than illness, class cutting, and tardiéess. Student- behavior

i

shows that the school sectors are ordered alike for all of these types
?f behavior and for both seniors and sophomores: students in Catholic
schools show the highest consistency of attendance, stR;ents in other

private schools are next, and students in public s:hocld are lowest.

Curiously, students in high-performancegéublic sehools have the poorest
o1t hs

.

attendance records.
This table includes, in addition, evidence chatggenibrs are

less well discipliaed in attendance than are\sophomores. In all "types

i
i #

all’ three measures, seniors shov less consistency
’ |

in their attendance at school than do sophomareg. This is especially

of schools, and by

noteworthy because the seniors are a more select group, excluding those
, .

students--on the whole, less well disciplined--who have dropped out
between the sophomore and senior years. Thus there is further indica-

tion that seniors are less involved in high schecol than are soghomores.
.

5.4.3. Reports about disci!!?ne from adminisgs:tors and students

In addition to these reports-by students concerning their own

’

behavior, there is information about the school's behavioral climat%k

from two other sources: the school questionnaire included questions hY

s

(SB056), answered by the school's administrative staff;gggue5hglferi-
j

ousness of various types of behavioral problems among students; and

.

L T
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TABLE 5.4.4

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
REPORTING GOOD ATTENDANCE PRACTIC:S: SPRING 1980

-€£GT~

i Major Sectors High-Per formance Schools
U.S. Total ——— - —"
Att?ndance Item Public Catholic OFher ////’/bublic Private
Private )
Crade N Gérade . Grade
10 12 10 12 10, 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
. Y
ever absent except when{ . & ,
B 9 5 34.7 25.6 33.7 24.8] 48.8 -34.0| 37.0 30.3{ 32.2 19.4( 50.3 34.5
Never cut classes ........ 69.9 55.2 68.6 53.6 88.7 74.6 71.0 59.3% 56.8 41.6| 8l.4 64.4
Never late to school ..... «’22.2 36.0] 42.0 35.9] .47.7 41.2 35.6 28.2] 33.5 32.8| 40.3 28.0
$ N
!
¢
/ , ,
~ ; |
-
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sophomores were asked (YBO19) about how often certain behavior problems,
p .
0 in some of the same areas as well as some others, arise in the school.
% .
Responses to these questions nffer two additional perspectives on the

school's behavioral climate. In two of the areas, studeny absenteeism
L
! -
and class cutting, g; is possible to examine the sapg.behavior from

f d’ three perspectives: the students' teports of t?;ir own behavior, the

school administrators' reports about what happens in the school, and
-~

the students' repo-ts about what happens in the schoo¥. In another

area, verbal abuse of teachers, it is possible to gef two perspectives:

reports from the administrative staff and from the studfntS'about what

happens in the school. ST Y

Table 5.4.5 presents the administrators' and the soPhiirres'
‘ responses concerning behavioral problems, some covering the same areas

of behavior. Comparing the two areas ‘n which there are three perspec-

S
- .- R

tives, we find some interesting differences. First, two of the three

- perspectives show Catholic schools to have the best attendance and public‘
! ==

schools fto have the worst. But  the ﬁerspectives differ: students’

- reports of their own behavior ;how less difference among school types
than do administrators' and sophomores' reports about the school. There
is a logical basis for the difference begween students’ reports of their
own behavior and reports on a "schosl problem." If 5 percent of students
are chroﬁféally absent in one school and 15 percent are absent in another,
it is logically”consi:tent foi no one in the first school to report

] thgt this "often happens" or is a "serious™problem," and for all students

and adﬁiﬁistrators in the second school to report that it often happens

or is a serious proélam. Thus such reports on a school can lggically

show greater extremes than the actual behavioral averages.

. *
»
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TABLE 5.4.5

\ ¢ -~

N v

[ .

s

ASSESSMENTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROBLEMS BY ADMINISTRATORS AND

STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

A

~ Item and Group

:U.S.
Total

High-Per formance

Major Sectors Schools

Public

Other

Catholic T Public | Private

-

Student absenteeism:
Administrators: percent reporting
it s a "serious or moderate
problem” ......iiiiiiiiiieeneens
Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often don't
attend school" .......c.civ0enn
Sophomore and senior behavior:
absent 5 or more days,
not ill R SRR RERERE

-~

Cutting classes:

. Administrators: percent reporting
it is a '"serious or mnderate
problem" ... .. iiiieie ceeens

Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often cut classes" ...
Sophomore and senior behavior:
cut classes now and then ......

Verbal abuse of teachers:

- Administrators: percent reporting
or is a "'serious or moderate
problem" ......ciceiiiiiaiiann

Sephomores: percent reporting
"gtudents often talk back
to teachers” ......eviececveeces

47.2
42.9

19.0

29.1
58.4

36.8

N
>

39.8

56.6
46.2

20.2

37.0
62.4

39.0

Private
< -

15.2 13.8 58.1 | 00.0
8.1 16.1 28.2 2.8

8.5 13.5 14.2 7.9

-GG1-

4.6 00.0 39.2 00.0
15.9 25.9 57.0 6.5

18.4 34.3 50.7 260,17

4.7 5.3 22.6 00.0

22.8 21.7 25.7 9.2

216
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TABLE 5.4.5 (Continued) -
7
. High-Per formance
ftem and Group ‘U.S‘. Major Sectors Schools
Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private _
Fighting and disobedience: -
Sophomores: percent reporting ~ ’
"stddents often fight" ........ | 25.1 26.8 9.4 5.8 14.7 2.5
Sophomores: percent reporting
) "students often don't obey" ....| 28.7 30.2 14.6 13.0 18.8 4.6
Drug and alcohol use: *
Administrators: pertent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problem” ....cciiiieeienennnnnn 42.3 48.5 26.2 18.0 61.3 60.0
Vandalism of school property:
Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problem” ... .c.iciicencenronne 21.8 24.5 13.8 1.7 27.1 25.0

-961-
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Table 5.4.5 also includes data on areas of behavior not related
to att;ndance; these have to do with disorderly and disobedient behavior
while in school, and in some cases directed toward the sct.ool. The
difference between public and private schools stands out just as strongly
here as in attendance. The incidence of problems of all sorts is high
in public schools, however reported and by whomever reported. There
is, however, a reversal between the two sectors of private schools.

In most of these areas of behavior--specifically verbal abuse of teachers,
fighting, drug and alcohol use, and vandalism--Catholic schools show
slightly higher rates of incidence than do other private schools, The
students' reports and the administrators' reports are reasonably consis-
tent in this (except that administrators report much lower levels of
verbal abuse of teachers than do sophomores, suggesting that the responses
of the two may be referring to somewhat different behavior--"verbal

abuse" vs, "talking back"). In absenteeism and cutting classes, as
indicated earlier, the other private schools are higher than the Catholic
schools, It seems likely that the reason for the somewhat poore; atten-
_dance in the other private schools is that thege schools ;:e somewhat

less strict about enforcement of attendance or disciplinary action for
nonattendance than are Catholic schogls. This conjecture is reinforced
by the fact that while absenteeism and cutting classes, as reported

by ézudents of themselves and of other students, are more prevalent

in other private schools than in Catholic schools, the principals less
often define this as a "protlem."

As indicated by earlier data, the high-nerformance public schools
resemble ;;:\;hblic schoolf as a whole more than they resemble any of
the private sectors, while the high-performance private schools tend
to show fewer disciplinary problems than either the Catholic c¢r other

private schools.




|
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In one area of behavior, however, administrators in both sets
of high-performance schools mo;e often report a behavior problem than
do administrators in any other sector: use of alcohol or drugs. Admin~
istrators in three-f fths of the high-performance schools report a "serious"
or "moderate" problem. 1In the absence of further information (students
were not asked about alcohol or drug use), we can merely note this.

It is possible not only to characterize each of the sectors
by the distribution of student hehavior, but also to characterize ea.h

2

school according to the level of d:iscipline problems students see in gs
the schoel. In addition to the items concerning attendance, cutting jg;
classes, and verbal abuse, sophomores were asked about three areas of ;**:*;!
student behavior problems in their school: r~' obeying, getting in
fights, and threatening or harming teachers. For each school, the stu-
dents' responses to each of these s;ix items were averaged, so that the
school is characterized by the level of discipline problems as perceived
by all sophomores.

As in the analysis of disciplinary standards, where a similar
aggregation was done for each sector, the results are tabulated as the
mean and the rarce. (That is, plus and minus two standard deviations.
In some cases, this exceeds the upper limits of 3.0 or goes below the
lower limit of 1.0, but this can still serve as a measure of the range
of schools. On the greph, the ranges are truncated at the limits.)
About 5 percent of schools lie outside of a range of two standard devi-
ations.

The results are shown in figure 5.4.1. Several general results
hold over all areas of student behavior. Again, the high~performance

private schools show a tight distribution, just as they did earlier,

in the case of disciplinary standards. And, again, the other private

221
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Frequency with which it happens

Problem

“atten happans somatmas hagpens rargly or nevar

Students don't attend school:
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- Students cut classes:
Public’ » ; —

Cathiic ) e —_—
& Other prvata
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Public

Cathobe . N | ,
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Students don't ooey:

Pualic —————
Cathake . \ ! -
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Hrgh—oerfcrmancs prrvats . ——
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S
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——
—
—
' d

Carexe
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Np-fararmanza prst:

Fi:. 5.4.1. School aggregate assessment of discipline
problems by sophomore students in public and private schgols:
average and range within each schonl sector: Spring 1980

“
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.

' schools show the largest range in most areas, though in ‘the area of

threatening or atfacking teachers it is only the public schools that

- P

show a range.
In all areas of behavpor, without exception, the pdb11c schools
have greater student behav1or problems than schools in any other sector.
In some areas, such as attendance, cutting classes, fighting, and chreat- -
ening teachers, the gverage pubi;c school is outside the whole range
of Cathelic schools in the direction of more behavior prébléﬁs kthat
is, at a point beyond which we would find less thap 2.5 percent of the
Catholic schools). The difference between the schools in these two
sectors in student behavior problems is clearly very great. ‘The differ-
, - .

ence between public schools and other private schools is also great.

In every area except cutting classes and threatening teachers, the .
« -

. average for other private schools is beyond the range -of public schools’ g
in the direction of fewer behavior problems (1 e., at a point bevond"
which we would find less than 2.5 percent of the public schools).
These characterizations of behavior problema in the schools
show extremely great differences between the public schoolﬁ and the
private scﬁools. In sum, although the d1str1but1ons of schools do over—

lap, in some areas the majority of public schoold are beyond the limits

of the distribution of private schools.

5.5 Students' Attitudes

»

Students' attitudes toward themselves and their environments

were elicited in the student questionnaire (BB0O58A through L). Several

questions related to what is ordinarily termed "self-concept'--just
s
how good one feels about oneself--were asked,” using a fiQe-point agree/

disagree scale. Another set of questions, using the same scaie, tapped

( 20
, \ _A 3
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what is ordinarily termed "internal zontrol" or '"fate control," that

is, the degree to which one feels in control of thwse things one regards

:

» E

as ilmportant.
L]

Through these questions it is possible to see how studeats in
each type of school feei about themselves. Information about such feelings
or attitudes gives a sense of the p.ychic stare of a school's student

body, and thus aads to our sense of just how the schools funct.on as a

~

social systems. P

[

The proportion of students within each sector expressing a strong
sense of fate control is shown in table 5.5.1. six items intended éo
elicit these feelings are listed there. The différences among sectors
are not large, but they are c;nsiSCent. For nearly all items, public
school students‘are lowest, Catholic school students and students in
other private schools are next, high-performance public schools are .

only slightlv higher, and students in high-performance private schools

are somewhat higher than the rest. Averages are shown at tne bottom of

the table, indicating,the differences. As these figures show, seniors
in all types of schools have a somewhat higher belief in their control
of their own fates than do sophomores, with the magnitude of the differ-

ences being ab;ut equal to that between the public and private school
students at the same grade level.‘ dowever, the seniors in other private
and high-performance private schools exceed the sophomores in their
sense of'fate control somewhat more than 1s true in the other sectors.

A variety of experiences, both within the school and outside

it, give some people more self-confidence about themselves than others.

Academic achievement and leadership experiznce are two of the in-school

204
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) TABKE 5.5.1
PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
EXPRESSING A STRONG SENSE OF FATE CONTROL: SPRING 1980
! = Major Sectors . High-Perfofmance Schools
U.S. Total {—
Fate Items Public Catholic ther Public Private
. Private -
Crade . Grade o Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 { 10 12 10 12 10 12
N
Good luck important
(Disagree strongly) .... | 24.8 32.4| 24.4 32.0| 29. 35.6| 27.4 36.8] 26.6 38.8] 33.2 38.2
Someone stops me . !
(Disagree strongly) ..... 9.6 13.81..9.3 13.4] 12,6 15.8)] 11.3 20.1]15.5 22.5] 16.4 1.8
Plans don't work out . ’
(Disagree strongly) 22.6  27.9) 22.3 27.5}) 25.6 29.6| 24.% 34.7] 26.2 36.8| 37.7 43.2
Should accept conditions ' .
(Disagree. strongly) .... 9.9 16.2 9.6 15.7] 12.2 19.8] 12.8 23.1]°14.2 21.0] 22.6 133.1
What happens in my doing
(Agree strongly) ...... 19.3  22.6| 19.4 22.6| 18.7 21.7| 17.7" 24.7]19.7 18.6} 16.9 132.8
My plans work out . ) ‘
(Agree strongly) ...... 13.6  16.5} 13.7 16.51 12.4 15.7 | 12.5 18.8]15.5 14.9] 14.4 23.4
i .
Average TR 16.6 21.6| 16.5 21.3| 18.6 23.0| 17.7 26.4019.6 25.4] 23.5 33.8
™

=’ N

-291-
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#*

experiences that can foétef the growth of self-eiceem. Table 5.5.2
. shows the variation in high self-esteem respouses for students in various
tyzes of schools. Again, senicr responéos indicate higher self-esteem
than do those of sophowores regatdlesé of sector. Generally, the magni-
stude~of the differences is approximately tne same for Catholic and both
types of public schools. The senior-sophomore differeunce is greater
in the other private and high-performance private schools, as it is
for fate control. Although it is/beyond the scope of the present study,
future researchers might want to focus attention on those characteristics
in which these two sectors especially exceed the other sectors: teacher
interest (table 5.3.3), involvement in extracurricular activities (table
5.2.2), and number of teachers relative to students (table 4.2.1). ,
These factors, as well as school size, may play a role in the greater
. change .between tt;e sophomore and senior years in these schools.
Finally, we look at student concern for social and economic
ihequalities. Students were asked about the importance of a variety
of facfors in their lives, and "working to correct social and economic
inequalities’ was among tae items. We report only the responses of
non—-Hispanic whites for two reasons. First, because we are interested
in gapturing a concern for the social wélfare of others, we wished to
look at the responses of those who are less often the victims of inequality.
Second, because minority students are dicproportionately Fepresented
in the public sector, their inclusion would have distorted the bet;;en-
sector comparison. Table 5.5.3 shows that among the three major sectors
there are only slight differences in the proportion of non-Hispanic

white students who consider it "very importart’ to work toward correcting
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TABLE 5.5.2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORB IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS -
GIVING HIGH SELF-ESTEEM RESPONSES: SPRING (980

Able to do things as
well ds others
(Agree strongly)

On Jhe whole, satisfied
with' myself
(Agree strongly)

¥ m not good ‘at all
(Disagree strongly)

Not much to be proud of
(Disagree strongly)

Average

v
Ma jor Secgors High-Perférmance Schocels
U.S. Total - -
.Self-Esteem‘Ite@ Publié¢ Catholic Osher Public Private
Private
- Grade Grade Grade
. 10 12 10 LZ: 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
) ; - ] .
Take positive attitude
toward myself . i . '
(Agree strongly) ....... 26.9 32.71 26.9 32.7] 26.4 30.9| 26.7 33.5 |24.8 15.2] 35.4 46.0
I'm a person of worth 4 - . 1 .
(Agree strongly) ....... 26.9 33.5{ 26.6 33.17 29.5 36.1 20,7 38.6 |35.4 36 "] 41.1 55.0
2 N

v
26.7 33.6] 26.5 33{3 28.3  33.3] 31.2 37.4 29.0 35.2( 41.0 52.4

18.9 22.6| 18.9 22.4| 19.2 22.8] 20.0 25.8 }21.2 24.7| 25.6 132.7
11.0 146.641 1.0 14.3] 10.4 14.0] 10.0 15.2 7.9 1310136 20.7

32.6 39.9-] 32.3  19.4 5.5 434

10.27

- 23.8 29,51 23.7 29.2| 24.9

-%91-




TABLE 5.5.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE AND SCHOOL TYPE OF THE PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE AMONG WHITE
STUDENTS OF WORKING TO CORRECT SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INEQUALITIES:

Perceived
Importance

SPRING 1980

U.S.

Total

Catholic

Other Private

High~Performance Sector

Public

Private

10

12

10 12

10

12

10 12

10 12 -

Total percent
Very important \
Somewhat importnat

Not important

100.0

12.0

49.6

38.4

i

100.0
11.1
46.5

42.4

100.0
12.1
49.6

38.4

100.0

11.1

46.8

.1

100.0

11.1

52.1

36.8

100.0
13.2
40.5

46.3

100.0 100.0

15.0 12.6
47.3 44.9

37.7 42,5

100.0 100.0
13.6 15.0
46.0 38.2

40.4 46.8

NOTE:

'

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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social and economic inequalities, and in all cases the propurtion is
relatively small (between 9 und 13 percent). 4. )g sophomores, public
school students are slightly more concern .u -  students in the private
sector. Ir uvoth t e Catholic and pyblis gec ,rs the proporrion of
seniors who consider working to correct inequalities "very important'
is slightly lcwer than that of sophomores, whiie more otner private
seniors than sophomores consider it "very important." All of these
differences, however, are quite small. Perhaps more important is the
fact that fer all seclurs more seniors t! in sophomores consider this
issue "not important."” However, the increase in the private sector
appears to be greatest, especially in the other private sector. Overall,
the data‘suggest that among nor-~Hispanic white students there may pe
less loss of concern for social and economic inequalities in the public

¥

s-ctor than in the privata sector beiween the sophomore and senior years.

<£5.6—Conclusion

It should be said that the majority of high school udents
appear to enjoy working hard in school and report that they are inter-
ested in school--regardless of the type of .chool they attend. Also,
stu.Jent exposure to courcework d;ea nct differ greatly:by type of school.
But schools in the different sectors appear to differ sharply in some
respects: the number of advanced courses students take, the nuuber
of extracurricular activi*ies in which students participate, the .isci-
pline standards established for student:, and the general behavior
patterns of students.

Catholic schools are distinguished from others in the relatively

tight disciplinary standards establishcd, their reported effectiveness,
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and the high attendance patterns of their students. Furthermore, the
reports of students in Catholic schools concerning discipline tead to
accord better with principals' reports than do those of students in

other types of schools. 1In terms of extracurricular involvement, Catholic
school students appear to have experiences comparable to those of public
school students.

In all of the private sectors, =tudents take more academic sub-
jects, and more zdvanced academic subjects, than students'in th' public
sector (except for the high-performance puslic schools). ©Other private
schools, as well as high-performance private schPOIs, are distinguished
by the growth in participation in extracurricular activities between
the sophomore and senior years. The stan ards of discipline in other
private scﬂools are similar to those in the Cath»lic schools, though
somewhat less striég, end the climate appears to involve closer teacher-
student relations than in either Catholic or public schools.

Publig schools, in general, aée distinguiuvhed by their disci-
pline problems, the lower average number of academic zourses completed
by their students, and the lower number of hours spent on homework.

Howsver, for public school students planning to complete four years

v

£

cf college, expos;re to advanced science courses is not much below that
of students in the private schools, though these students take substan-
tially fewer advanced mathematics courses than do students in private
schools.

Students in high-performance public schools are more likely |
to complete advanced mathematics courses than students in other private

or Catiolic schools, but are less likely to do so than students in high-

parformance private schools. Students in high-performancs public schools

=
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also spend about the same amount of time on homework as do students
in Catholic and other private schools. But students in high-performance
public schools are distinguished by their consistently higher rate of
absenteeism and class cutting. In other areas of discipline they are
fairly comparable to those in other private and Catholic schools.

The types and numbers of courses students complete, as well
as the disciplinary climate, appear to be imvortant difference; in the

functioning of these schools. 1In the next chapter we discuss how

these schools differ in outcomes for their students.
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CRAPTER 6
OUTCOMES OF EDUCATION

Central to the assessment of any proposed policy regarding public and
private schools 1is the outcom;s of schooling for the children who pass through
them. In this chaptegyxe look at two important outcomes of schocling:
achievement and plans after high school.

In assessing outcomes, however, there is not a single question but
rather two major ones and several subsidiary questions. The two major
questions are: “What are the outcomes from public and private schools as they

currently functio: ! and "How would *he outcomes differ for the same boy or
girl vhen in public versus private schools?” The first serves a descriptive
purposd, describing, what studen-s complefing public and private schools in the
U.S. are like, how they are :{milar and how they differ. ;he secoad, hgwever,
1s more central for parents, and central to policy arguments about the
relacive merits o{ prlic and private gchools.

The first question is simplas and straightforward. It can be answered
directly by coméating senlosrs in putlic and private schools on various
meagafés: test acoébs, post-high—schk.~1 plans, interest in school, adherence
to discipline, effort expenéec on.schooi work, attitudes toward oneself and
others, and so on. Scme of these reasures, which shcw differences in the way
the schools fuaction, were examined in chapter 5; others which are wmore
strictly outcomes of gchocl'irg are examined here.

The second question is more difficult. It requires ar experiment that
can never be perfectly carried out, but is approximated every day. What would
be the difference in outceme for a given Eoy or girl in the different school

settings? It is impossible to have the same person in two different schools,

but in everyday life we observe something like this-~a brother goes to a

215
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public school, while his sister goes to a private school; or two boys who have
grewn up as neighbors and friends are sent, one fo a private school and the
other to a public school.

In answering this second question, statistical controls are used as
substitutes for the ideal but unattginable experiment. The quality of the
answer depends on the stat:st%fal controls that are used. In attempting to
answer the questioﬁ, we will :Se a kind of triangulation, obtaining evidence
through different types ofidi;lyses in order to get a more secure fix on the
results.

Despite these statistical controls and the differing kinds of
analysis, some measure of uncertainty must remain.‘ This, however, 1s the
situation with all questions of cause and effect. As in everyday life, our
task will be to use the evidence at hand to cast as much light on the causal <§§\
questions as possible. When the sophomores are retested two years hence,
having measures at two points in time will help remove some of the'uncertainEy
but even then uncertainty wfii temain.

- In addition to these two major questions, there are subsidiary ones as

well: What would be the outcome difference between public and private schools
if some input resource other than students were the same? For example, how
would public\gnd private schools differ in outcomes if they were, on average,
the same size, or if the per-pupil exﬂenditures in each were the same? Some
of these hypothetical questions are relevant to policy issues, because some

policies would equalize these schools on certain resource inputs. For

example, a voucher pl&§L>such as has been proposed in California, would nearl
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equalize per-pupil expenditures among public and private schools in the

state.l

Like the questions about outcomes for students who are alike,
questions about outcomes when vatﬂéﬁh/;;but resources or characteristics are
made alike can only be angwered with uncertainty. But‘the answers are
valuable, not only for policy purposes, but also becayse tKey give some
.nsight into the different effects that public and private schools have on the
students who attend them. They offer ideas about‘;hich policies may Hf
valuable in both the pub}ic'and private sector to increase a school's ix

effectiveness for its .students. In the next chapter we will try to address

these subsidary questions in some detail as they apply to cognitive outcomes.

6.1 Descriptive Differences in Qutcomes
Between Public and Private Schools

From one point of  view, the products of a school are its graduates,
and thus only seniors should be considered for }dentifygng differences in -a
these products. Fgom another perspective, students at every stage in their
schooling can be viewed as psgducts and it would thus be reasonable to include
sophomores in an investigation of performance, behavior, and attitudes. We .

take the second view, looking at these attributes of sggyomotes as well as

[

seniors. The value of studying sophomores also lies in the fact that the

sophomore year is the last for which nearly all youth in the age cohor: are

still in school.

lrhis nlan has been developed by John Coons, Professor of Law at the
University of California, Berkeley. There was an Jnitial attempt, later
withdrawn, to put the vouche nroposal on the California ballot for
referendum.
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6.1.1 Cognitive achievement in each sector

Tests were given to sophomores and seniors in each of the schools
studied. The tests differed somewhat for sophomores and seniors,’but three of
the tests had a number of items in common. The vocabulary tests had eight
words in common, the‘reading tests had eight questions in common, aud the
mathematics tests had eighteen items in common. The results are given i
separately for the sophomore tests (in table 6.1.1), for *he sénior tesfs (in
table 6.1.2), andhfot the common subtests taken by both seniors and séphomores
(in table 6.1.3).

The sophomore test scores in table 6.1.1 indicate that the average
public school student scores below the average student in either the Catholic
or other private schools in every area tested. Students from Catholic schools
and other private schools have s lar averages. The high-performance
schools, both private and public, “have students with tge highest averages.

The high~performance private schools, more selective and mo;e homageneous,
show averages considerably above those for the high-perforrance public
schools. These differences in average test scores and in standard deviations
1llustrate again the differences between the two sets of high-performance
schools. The high-pe:gotmance public schools are generally large upper-
middle-class suburban schools with student bodies that perform well above
those of the average public school, yet they contain greater diversity in
performance than the high-performance private schools, as indicated by the
atanda}d deviations.

Some subject-matter variations exist between _he sectors. The
Catholic schools are about half a standard deviatizz above the publiz gchools
in vocabulary (uging the U.S. total standard deviation)x slightly less than

half above in reading, mathematics, and writing (English composition), and

about a third above in civics and science.

218




TABLE 6.1.1 \

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SOPHOMORE TEST SCORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

-€L1-

Test U.s. Major Sectors Higﬁ;::zg::mance
Total Public Catholic PO?her Public | Private
_ rivate
Means:
Reading (19)* .............. ceeee ] 90 8.9 10.5 10.5 11.7 14.5
Vocebulary (21) ......cciivveneee 10.9 10.7 12.9 ‘ - 13.1 14.1 17.6
Mathematics (38) ................| 18.6 18.3 21.5 © 223 24.9 | 0.2
Science (20) .......cic000eene cee 10.9 10.8 11.9 ; 12.4 13.2 15,1
Civics (10) ........ ceeeseens AN 5.8 ' 5.8 6.5 6.4 7.1 7.8
Weiting (17)  ...oviieieviieeneeas | 1003 10.1 11.9 11.5 12.8 14.]
Standard deviationa:b
Reciing ..icevvecenes Cececerecnans 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.9 4.1 2.8
Vocabulary ......cccviveviecsnoenns 4.4 4.3 3.9 4.5 4.2 2.6
Mathematics ....occevevvercoraans 1.4 1.4 6.6 7.8 1.5 4.8 .
Science ...... cecrsesene ceesees .. .8 3.8 3.3 3.5 3.5 2.4
Civics .icieiecresncnccscccsccnne 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.4
Writing ....... ceeasen tesecsnesss 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.4 [ 2.0
*Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items. -
’ bStandurd deviations shown are standard deviations of individual test sc. . Standard errors for
sector mean achievemen’ may be found by multiplying the standard deviaFiona ahow:/gt the following numbers:
u.s. Other High-Performance
Total Public Catholic Private Publit Private
Sopbomores 0.006 0.006 0.019 0.044 .054 .055

Q Seniors 0.006 0.007 0.020 0.048 .062 .058




. . .
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TABLE 6. 1.2
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SENIOR TEST SCORES
- IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 \
_ 5
: U.S.v  Major Sectors “iSh;:§:£::!ance
) Test Total Public Catholic ther Public | Private
. Private 3
Means: ’
. Reading (20)% ......eeiviinnnnnn. 10.9 10.8 11.9 13.0 13.5 16.0
vég;bulary (£ ) eel ] 1301 12.9 15.1 15.9 18.0 21.6
Mathematics (32) .......cccevn... 19.1 18.9 21.1 22.4 23.9 28.1
Picture number (15) ...eevvnnn... 11.3 11.3 12.1 11.9 11.6 13.0
Mosaic (89) .....ciiieveiennannns 45.3 45.2 47.3 51.0 54.2 55.3 ,
" Visual (16) .......... Cereeeenee 1.7 1.7 1.5 8.6 8.8 9.8 3
Standard deviations:P ! '
Reading .......... eesecsseccseran 4.2 4.2 3.8 ' 4.2 4.0 2.6
Vocabulary ..eeveeeeeeeieneeennns 5.4 5.3 5.1 6.0 5.7 3.7
Mathematics ........ erreeeenees | 6.3 6.3 5.6 6.1 5.7 2.7
Picture number .:f..... .......... 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.5 ‘3.5 2.8
MOSAIC .evverrreeccenecnnnnns eeeo | 14.6 14.6 - 12.6 1 ' wa 16.0 14.5
Visual ... v eereeecrccecocsconncas 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.3
|

“Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items.

bSee footiote b, table 6.1.1 for calculating standard errors for sector means.
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.

It 1s also useful to examine the test score standard d;viationa for
each of the school'types. When compared to the public sector, the standard
*deviationa are gmaller on every test in the Catholic sector, showing a greater
homogene.ty of performance among students in Catholic ;chools. In the other
private sector, they are larger than those'of public school students for about
half of the twelve tests, in both grades, and smailet for about half.

The standard deviations can be thought of as test score variations
consisting of two parts: the variation among students within a school, and
the variation among schools within the same school sector. The public
schools, Catholic schools, and other private schools differ greatly in the
fraction of the variance that is between sch;ols. Over all twelve tests in
the sophomore and senior yegfs, the fraction between schools is .11 for
Catholic schools, .18 for public schools, and .28 for othet‘}rivate schools.
This.Ataken together with the smaller ovetali vgtianced for Catholic school
students and the roughly equal overall vatiaeces for public and ~ther private

school students, means the following:

1. The school-to-school variation in average test scores is considerably
less in Catholic schools than in public schools.

2. The school-to-school variation in average test scores is considerably
greater in other private schools than in public schools.

The greater school-to-school variation in the other private sector
shows the extreme heterogeneity among these Oth;t pr.vate schools. They
include the prestigious schools that are often thought of as the private
scheols in Amer;;a, schools that roughly coincide wit!: membership in the
National Association of Independent Schools. Bu; they also include a wide
range of church-related schools, as shown in chapter 2, somé of which operate

on a shoestring; and they ineclude as well schools that have sprung up in

response to school desegregation policies and other unpopular policies in the
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public schools. Thesé schuols vary, too, in the kinds of student served.
Some children are in private schools because their parents feel the local
public school offers too little challenge. But others are mcrginal students
who are enrolled in private‘schools because of their poor performance in
public school. Some private schools cater to low achieyers, others to high.

~

Altogetﬂet, the large variations in test scores in the “other private” gector
indica s the wide range of le;els at which t;ese schools operate and the wide
range of functions they ser#e for different types of ;tudent.

Both the lower ovacall variations in Catholic sector teut scores and
Ehe less school-to~school variation are as one might expect. Students in
these schools c;ne from backgrounds that are more ho;ogeneous in education and
income level than tthe of students in either the public schools or the other

1 1n addition, the schools themselves are more homogeneous,-

private gchools.
all operating under the game church, and with some common practices.

The schools that show the least variation in test scores among their
students are the high-performance private ;chools. Because they are within
Ehe prestigious segment of the private schools they, too, draw students from
rather homogeneous backgrounds. They were selected for inclusion in this
stud} on the basis of their students' uniformly high performance on a
standardized test, the.Natiénal Merit Scholarship Test. On both these
grounds, they can be expected to show, as they do, considerably lower
variation in test ;c0te pecformance by their students.

In contrast, the high-performanc. -ublic schools show about the same
divarsity of performance as do the public schools as a whole, although the

average level of performance ranges from about two-thirds of a standard

'
i

*

1Table 3.2.1 éLows the lesser vaciation In income among-parents of
children in Catholic schools-thar imong parents of children in other schools.
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‘ deviation to nearly a full stand.ard deviation above that in the public schools

as a whole.
. The senior test ecores show a pattern simiﬁar to the sophomore
tests. Again, on the six tests the publig schoolsg are lower than the Catholic
and other private aschools, with only oné exception among the twelve -
comparisons between the three school, sectors. Theiother private schools are
slightly higher than the Catholic schools on five ;} the six tests. The high-
petformance pubiic schools are (except for the picture number test) higher
than the cther péivate schools, and the high-performance p:-ivate schools are
in turn considerably above the high-performance public schdgis.
It is tempting to compare the senior and sophomore scores for the

three tests with comparable content (vocabulary, reading, mathematics), to

make some inference about achievement “gains” or “growth” in the two

‘ cohorts. However, this involves certain difficulties. First, the tests are
not the same at the two grade levels. Secondly; thg’stugents in the two
grades cannot be considered as representative sampigs of the same population,
largely because of dropouts between the sophomore and senior years.

The first difficulty can be overcome by examining subtests containing
only identical items for both years. These subtest scores are presented in
table 6.1.3. The table indicates the‘same differences between the school
sectors that were seen in tables 6.1.].and 6.1.2. The public students'
averages are lowest, Catholic school students are somewhat higher, and the
other private schools are highest among tle three major sectors. Students in
the high-performance public schools are somewhat higher still, and the
students in high-performance private schosls ar; conslderably higher than all.

When we look at differences between grades 10 and 12, with the aim of

‘ » making Inferences about growth in achievement over the two years, the first
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TABLE 6.1.3

MEAN SCORES ON SUBTESTS THAT ARE IDENTICAL FOR SENIT2S AND SOPHOMORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

' Major Sectors High Performance Schools
U.S. Total Other ‘
Subtest Public Catholic Printe Public Private
Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 22
Means:
Reading ........ (8)%., 3.67 4.54| 3.60 4.48 | 4.34 5.001 4.32 5.,34)]64.85 5.77]6.06 6.71
Vocabulary ...... (8) .. 3.78  4.58] 3.69 4.48| 4.59 5.35] 4.78 5.56|5.11 6.24[6.65 7.22
Mathematica .....(18) .. 9.56 10.80| 9.40 10.63]11.05 12.10| 11.23 12.74 {12.53 13.76 [i5.09 16.38
Standard Deviations:
Reading ....ocvvvvnennn, 2.01 2.10f 2.00 2.10| 1.92 1.96] 2.05 2.04{2.17 ..9[1.49 1.18
Voc - lary c.oeenviinen., 1.90  1.97} 1.88 1.97| 1.84 1,74} 2.00 1.94]1.86 1.65]1.24 .97

Mathematics .... ....... 4.06  4.24| 4.04 4.24| 3.56 3.82| 4.17 4.14 3.80 3.62]2.33 1.70

a : .
Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of items on subtests.
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. striking point is that the growth seems rather small everywhere. Out of eight
questions on reading comprehension, the average sophomore answers about four
correctly, and the senior answers, on the average, less than one adéitional
question correctly. Similarly, for the eight vocabulary items, the average
sophomore unswers about half correctly, while the average senior has learned
less than one more. In mathematics, of the eighteen problems, the average
sophomore answers only a little more than half, and the average senior only a
little cver one additional item.

The differences between sophomores and seniors, which could, with some
caveats, be regarded as growth, appear similiar among the different sectors,
except for the high-performancc private schools, where growth is less in
vocabulary ‘and reading. This result for the high-pecformance privat% schools
;s almost certainly due to a ceiliing effect. The average nymber correct among

0 sophomores was only 1.9 less than the total number of items in reading and 1.3

léss in vocabulary. This means that many sophomore students had all items

correct: 16 percent of the sophomores in these schools had a.l items in the
reading test correct, and 35 percent had all items in the vocabulary test
correct. These students' scores could not be improved on by their senior

counterparts. The only gains could come in that fraction of the student body
™

=

>

with less-than-parfect scores, and, even then, tke opportunity for gain is
small, since only one or two items were missed. In the other sectors there is
no strikingly different degree of growth from the sophomore to the senior
yeer,

It might be argued that the lack of growth from the sophomore to the
senior year can be explained by the fact that these tests do not cover subject

matter that is an explicit part of the curriculum in the later vears of high

. school. The mathematics items are all rather elementary, inveliving basic
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.

arithmetic cperations, fractions, and only a few hints of algebra and -
geo;etry. Moreover, erplicit attention to reading comprehens.~n and
vocabulary expansion ir not part of standard curricula in the tenth through
twelfth grades. Thus we would not expect the variation in intensity and scope
of the academic courses taken during these years-—as examined in chapter 5--to
have a direct impact on the variatioms in the sophomwore to senior test score
geins. However, two or three of the tests given to sophonores (science,
civigs, writing compgsition skills) should reflect such curriculum variations
when they are repeated for the sophomores two years hence.1 Yet most of the
courses that are taken In grades 10, 11, and 12 should provide the kind of
practice and experience that wouid lead to growth greater than the one item
per'test. Few sophomorgs in public and private schools, with the exception of
those in the high-performance private schools, get all items correct, so he
potential for improvement at the senior year is great. Thus, the tqall rates
of growth are surprising.

There are several difficulties in making inferences about the growth
in different school sectors (or, as appears to be the case, lack of
differential growth) on the basis of these comparisons. First, there may be
d;fferential growth among the secturs: which occurred before the second half of
g?ade 10. That 1s, the spring of 10th grade 1s not the entry point into high
school for these students, thus diffecences between grades 10 and 12 capture
only part of the growth that occurs during a students' high school career.

Second, these are twd different cohorts of students, representing

¥

diy rent parts of the total set of children who entered school in the first

1These tests were not given to seniors because there was a replicatior
for seniors of the tests given to 1972 seniors, thus allowing 1972 to 1980
comparisons.
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grade in their respective years. Dropping out from scho&l, which is
concentrated in the secondary grades, occurs at different rates in each of the
sectors. This may result in the seniors being a differently-selected group
from the sophomores. Since dropouts ordinarilj perform less well on
achievement tests than do those who complete high school, the senior class in
a ‘school with higher dropout rates has lost more of its low-pe..orming members
than has a senior class of a school with a lower dropout rate. (The question
of differential dropout will be addressed later in this chapter.)

Third, quite apart from different d-opout rates, the two cohorts are
samples from the population of sophomores and seniors in each type of
school. Thus, due to normal sampling variation, particularly in the private
sectors where the samples are not large, differences can result.

Fourth, calculating average growth rates may obscure differences in
growth among different segments of the student population. For example, the
great diversity among the other private schools suggests that there may be
high growth among some (e.g., the prestigious "independent” schools) and low
growth among others. These differences would be masked by the overall 10-to-
12 comparisions made in table 6.1.3.

An attempt is made, in section 6.2, to examine the question of
differential growth. At this point, all that can be said 1; that there are
differences at grade 10, which are certainly due in part to differential

selection of students into different types of schools, aﬁd that similar

differences are found at grade 12.
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6.1.2 Post-high~school plans in each sector

Sophomores and seniors were asked about their plans after high
school. One question (BB065) asked about schooling: ;As things stznd now, how
far in school do you think you will get?" Responses from the students, by
sector, varied considerably. The findings are presented in table 6.1i.4.

Among soéhomores, the mode was less than four years’ of éolleée in the
public gector, and college graduate in the Catholic and other private sector.
For both the public and private high-performance schools, it was an M.A.,
Ph.D. or other advanced degree. Almost 30 percent of public school sophomores
did not expect to go beyond high school, while 12.4 percent was the next high-
est percentage, among the students in other private schqols. Altoger? -,’the
distributions of sophomore schooling expectations were very similar in the
Catholic and other private schools. »

Seniors in all sectors except Catholic schools show higher educational
expectations than sophomores. The differences are not large £%e public school
students, but are rather large for students in other private schools, and in
the high-performance private schools. In both these sectors, the seniors show
about a 10 percent increase in those expecting to get an M.A., Ph.D. or other
advanced degree.

The immediacy and concreteness of college plans are shown bv responses
to a question (ﬁBllS), which asks when, if ever, the student plans to attend
college (either two-year or four-year). Responses to this question are shown
in table 6.1.5. As with expectations about ultimate level of schooling, there
are differences in the immediacy of college plaas, differences which order the
sectors similarly. =

Public school sophomores show the greatest percentage deferring col-

lege or being undecided, nearly 40 percent, while both the Catholic and other

o
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TABLE 6.1.4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF'EXPECTED EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR SOPHOMORES

AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

-

. Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

U.S. Total Other
Expected Level Public Catholic Pri Public Private
- rivate
Grade Grade 7 Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Total 100.0 100.0 §{ 100.0 100.0] 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0
High school or less ...... 26.5 19.8 28.2 21.1 9.8 8.2 12.4 8.9 8.6 4.6 1.0 1.0
More than high scnonl but
less than 4-year college. 33.0  34.6 33.5 35.6| 27.2 27.3| 27.3 22.1119.0 16.1 1.3 0.6
4-year college .......... 22,7 25.4 21.6 24.4 33.2 36.2 32.2 30.7 } 30.5 30.6 32.3 22.8
M.A. or Ph.D. or other
advanced degree ......... 17.8 20.1 16.6 18.8 29.8 28.2 28.2 38.3 [41.9 48.7 | 65.4 75.6

NOTE:

Details may not add to totals

because of rounding.
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TABLE

6.1.5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR TIME OF ENTRY TO COLLEGE FOR SOPHOMORES

AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980
/
- Major Sectors High-Per formance Schools
’ U.S. Total oth
Planned Time of Entry Public Catholic er Public Private
Private )
Grade Grade - Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10, 12
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0}100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0]{100.0 100.0 LO0.0 100.0
In the year after high 7
school ........ IRRERPE v 48.5 59.3] 41.8 57.4 71.2 77.0] 64.9 73.2| 74.8 84.6 |94.7 95.1
) ]
Later .....cc000 ceeseanas 15.8 10.6 16.2 11.0 10.8 6.9 13.7 8.0] 16.2 6.5 3.6 3?9‘} b
v
DOn't KNOW ceveve caveoes 21.2 10.51 22,1 10.8 13.0 7.1 14.1 8.4 5.2 2.7 1.5 ,A{6 .
No plans to enter ....... 14.5 . 19.6 15.4 20.8 5.1 9.0 7.4 10.4 3.8 6.1} 0.4 1.4

NOTE:

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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private schools have percentages in the 20-to-30 range. At the other extreme,
only about 5 percent of the sophomores from high-performance private schools
shbw this uncertainty.

in every sector, a higher percentage of seniors plan on going immed-
lately to college, with the greatest gains over the sophomore gtudents in the
public schools. Yet, each sector .180 shows an increase among those who are
definitely not going to college. The number who say they plan to defer col-
lege decreases in all sectors, and the number who say the don't know decreases
even more sharply. Thus post-high-school plans, whether for college or for
something else, have crystallized considerably by the senior year a >ng stud-
ents in all school sectors. The percentage of seniors who still don't know,
or plan to defer college, remains greatest in the pubiic schools, as it did
among sophomores, but the crystallizatic appears to have been greatest in the
publie Qéhools.

Plans for higher education constitute one type of post-high school-
plan; plans for a job constitute another. Seniors planning to work in the
year after high school weva asked about the concreteness of their plans by the
question: "Do you now have a job lined up for when you leave school?” Table
6.1.6 shows responses to this question (EB073).

Results indicate that public school seniors haive the most fully imple-
mented plans. Of.those who plan to work full time after higﬁ?school, a highg;
percentage in the public schools already have a joB lined up. The sectors are
ordered in approximately the reverse of their order with respect to concrete-
ness of college plans. Just as college plans ars less' concrete and less fully
implemented among public school seniors expecting to attend college than among
their counterparts in private schools, job plans are less concrete and less

fully implemented among those private 3chool seniors planning to work after




TABLE 6.1.6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF JOB PLANS FOR THOSE SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS WHO PLAN TO WORK FULL TIME NEXT YEAR:

SPRING 1980

-

Major Sectoxs

High-Performance

U.Ss. School
Definite Job Lined Up Total £— Other =
‘ Public Catholic Private Public | Private

Totai:

Number ........... creseseraees 1,776,998 1,648,034 84,193 44,580 13, 164 191

Percent .....eoveoevoasansss . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0} 100.0
YEB v.vveverncosorrasonsasooncons 53.5 53.9 50. 1 45.1 .50.3 30.0
No, but locked «..c.covvvuvuanns . 22,0 22.0 24,4 17.0 18.6 | 18.9
NO «vvvenennn. . 24.4 2.0 25.4 7.8 31.1| 510

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
257 .

258
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finishing high school. This suggests that the private schools--perhaps
because most do nuc have vocational programs, perhap§ because of les: tangible
factors~=do less than pub.ic Qchools in aidirg job placement among their

graduates who are not going on to college.

6.2 Effects of Private Schools on Outcofies of Schooling

It is evident from the preceding section that students differ across
sectors 1in their achievement on standardized tests and in their post-high-
schouvl plans. What is not clear is whether going to a public school, a
Catholic school, or another type of private school makeé a difference in
either of these outcomes. The differences may well result from student
selection fs:lors associated with each of the sectors. 1In this section we

will try to answer that fundamental question: Are the differences observed at
gradas 10 and 12 entirely due to selection, or do the average public school,
the average Catholic school and the average other private school differ in
their effects on basic cognitive skills and on plans for further education?
That is, what would be the differences in outcome if the students comiyg into
the different sectors were alike? This 1s a central questicn for many state
and federal policies affecting public and private schools; and an answer to
the question may also give some insight into school practices that affect
achievement, practices which differ among sectors. g

There are two classical methods of answering this question with data
from schools in which there has not been a random assignment of students.
Both have some defects. One method uses multivariatelanalysis to statist-
ically control for background characteristics which effect achievement. By

comparing students with the same parental cducation, the same income, the same

parental interest in the child's education, and so on, the students in differ-

<5y '
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ent schools will--it is assumed--be "equated” in terms of their backgrounds,
thus making any outcome differences attributable to something about the
school. "he other method involves measuring the outcome variable early in the
student's school career and agair later. Differential change in the outcome
variable can then be attributed to something about the school. This method,
in effect, uses the gstudents' own prior responses as a control for the later
ones, using the prior responses to control for differertial selection into
different schools.

The principal defect of the first method is that it is seldom ,.ssible
to control on all relevant background characteristics. Thus the possibility
remains that the differences attributed to differences in schools are instead
due to some unmeasured aspect of the student's background. This defect is
particulacl, important here, since one known difference between parents of
children in public schools and parents of children in private schools {s that
the latter have chosen their child's school and are paying tuitiorn to imple-
ment this choice.’ Tt seems probable that thts behaﬁ?or is an indicator of
additional differences in the parents .ehsvi.rt toward the child's education,
differences that could weil atfect the very outcomes that are of intecrest.

VYet this difference between parents, by its vecy nature, is not something on
which studeats in public and private schonls can be equated. Consequentiy,
this approach is especially problematic in comparing public and private
3chools.

The secord approach, use of the same student's earlier response a the
. same outcome variable, is free from some of the defects of the first approach,
but it has ome defectc of its own. For example, it may be that the rate of

change in an outcome variable, such as achievement, varies among students at

different levels of performance, even if they are subje.t to the same school

S 2bn
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viconment. 1If this 1s true, dZfIcrential changes in schools where the
students are initially different can be mistakenly attributed to effects of
the school. ’

Essentially, any discussion on the virtues 2nd defects of this second
method 13 irrelevant to the present inquiry because the data do not include
prior measures of these outcome variables on the same stud;nts. For the
_sophomores, such analysis will be possible two years hence, when they are
seniocs, but not at present.

However, having measures of the outcome variable available for both
sophomores an- -eniors in the same schools does open other avenues for .
obtaining evidence about possible differential effects among the different
school types. In the remsining parts of this chapter, several methods,
fncluding statistical techniques designed to control for selectivity biases,
will be used to determine whether diffete&tial effects exist. The greatest
attention 1s pald to cognitive achievement as an outcome of schooling. This
1s tollowed by a shorte: examination of plans for higher education as a second
type of outcome. Throughout this section we examine only the three ma jor

sectors, leaving aside the two high-performance sectors.!

1The two high~performance sec:ors present several problems of
dif ferent importance in different parts of this chapter. One is the small
rumber ~f schools and students in these sectors: 12 schools, 311 seniors, and
370 sophomores in the high-performance public schools and 11 schrois, 326
seniors, and 353 sophomores in the high-performance private schools. A second
1s the fact that, especially in the private schools, the average number of
items correct among sophomores is close tc the upper limit. A third is that
the schools were selected on the basis of outcomes of scores in a similar
standardized test (the National Merit Scholarship test}, 2 fact which presents
especially severe problems for the task of eliminating selectivity effects.
Most important, for this section, is that they have been selocted on the basis
of achievement levels.

AN |
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. 6.2.1 School sector effects on cognitive achievement

The three achievement subtests described in section 6.1 were
regressed, by sector and grade, on seventeen background variables, measuring
both objective and subjective characteristics of the family and home. We have
included some characteristics which are not clearly prior to the achievement
outcome L0 minimize the likelihood that selection effects would masquerade as
effects of differences in the sectors themselves. To the degpge that this
strategy overcompensates for background, the resulting levels of background~
congtolled achievement in Catholic and other ,.ivate schools may be
artificially depressed.

The background characteristics, classified as either clearly prior to
(that 1s, unaffected by) the student's achiever 1t level, or not clearly prior

‘ to the student's achiever *~ level, are the following:

Clearly prior
Family income
Mother's education
Father's education
Race
Hispanic/non-Hispanic
Number of siblings
Number of rooms in the home
Student lives with two parents
Mother's working hefore child was in elementary school
Mother's working when child was in elementary school

Not clearly prior (in rough order of likelitood of being prior)
Encyclopedia or other reference book: in home
More than fifty books in home
Typewriter in home
Owns pocket calculator
Fcequency of talking with mother or father about personal experiences
Mother thinks student should go to college after high school
Father thinks student should go to conilege after high school

Table 6.2.1 shows, for students with the same .seusured background

\ characteristics, the additional .. rements on the sophomore scores in the
0\‘\ reading, vocabulary and mathematical subtests that may be attributable to

Q 23‘::3




-191-

being in the Catholic or other private sector.l The results suggest that
sophomores in both private sectors achieve about the equivalent of one grade
level ahove those with similac background characteristics in the public
schools, a difference that 1s gignificant at the .0l level.

The increments in achievement were estimated for each grade, within
the public and private sector by taking differences of standardized
achievement estimates. The standardized estimates of achievement (§) were

calculated as follows:2

- n
= +
Ty 3 L bk
k=1
where Yij 1s the standardized score for the ith grade in sector j, ay§ is the
intecrcept and bijk are .he coefficients fur the background variables in that

sector and grade. ik is the mean for the public schonl sophomores on the Kkth

background characteristic. The increments shown on table 6.2.1 are the

lThe total variance explained by these background factors in each of
these equations is listed in appendix A, tables A.4.1 and A.4.2. In the
private school regressions, dummy variables were used for other private and
high-performance private schools. The latter, however, are not included in
the results discussed in this section.

2Separate regressions for public and private school sectors at each
grade were done, rather than using a single cregression equation with dummy
variables for sectors, to allow for differer+ effects of background
characteristics in different sector . The .atholic and other private sectors
“=re combined for a single regression, because of the smaller numbers of cases
in these sectors. A dummy variable for the other private sector was included
in the equation. The estimated increment at the sophomore level due to the
Catholic sector is obtainad by first calculating .the predicted test score for
students with background characteristics standardized to that of the average
p -’ school sophomore, and then finding the difference between the Catholic
sector and the public sector. The increment for the other private sector is
found by adding to this the value of the other private dummy variable.
Regression equations used in this table and in table 6.2.]1 are given in
appendix tabies A.4.1 and A.4.2. Unless noted otherwise, all the regressicn
analysis in this report has been done with pairwise deletion of cases.

2Kh3
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1

TABLE 6-%.1

ESTIMATED INCREMENTS TO TEST SCORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUND CONTROLLED: SPRING, 19802

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)b
%
Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Public school sophcmores ...... 3.60 3.69 9.40

Standardized sophomore
increments for:

Catholic schools ........00. 0.32 0.36 0.58
(.048) (.045) (.091)
Other private schools ...... 0.14 0.33 0.56
(.064) (.060) (.121)
Senior increm~nt in
public schools ..........000 0.73 0.63 0.88
(.018) (.018) (.037)

Raw increments
(from Table 6.1.3)

Sophomore increments

€

for:
Catholic schools ....cvvvvns 0.74 0.90 1.65
Other private schools ...... 0.72 1.09 1.88

Senior increment in
public schools ........o0vuu. 0.88 0.73 1.23

aFamily background refers to sevenfeen subjective and object-
ive background characteristics which are listed, along with the
relevant regression coefficients and sector means, in appendix a,
tables A.4.1, A.4.2 and A.4.3.

Numbers ip parentheses are standard errors of sector differ-
ences in predicted achievement. The standard error is calculated by
takirg the square root of the sum of variances of the predicted means
(estimateu by standardization of each of the sector-grade specific

wression equations to the average background of public sophomores),

v var (Y public) + var (Y private). The variances are estimated by
rre-multiplying the variance-covariance matrix of the regression coeffi-
cients, V(b) by the transpose of the publie sophomore background mean
vector, X', and post-multiplying this product by the vector of public

sophomore background means; that is, var {Y) = X'V(b)X. See Draper and
Smith (1966) for a discussion of estimating variances of point estimates
such as these. Regression equations were estimated using freocuency-
weighted pairwise deletion. In the variances calculated here, estimates
were readjusted to reflect the sample size, which in this case 1is taken
to be the number of students in a given grade and sector who had com-
pleted the respective test. Empirical estimates of standard errors 1in
the private sectors are given in Appendix A.l.2; the Catholic sector
estimate 18 consistent with those reported here, the other private
sector estimate is larger. 23‘:




differences of each Gij from the public school sophomore mean achievement
for each subtest. Estimates of §ij for the other private sector were
obtained by adding the dumm’ coefficient for that sector on to the estimate
for the Catholic sector. since a single equation was used for the private
sector.

This standardization is designed to provide an answer to the question,
"What would be the expected achievement of a student with background charac-
teristics of the average public school sophomore who was subjected to school
effects such as those found in the average Catholic or other private
school?” Altecrnatively, a standardization to the "average U.S. sophomore"
could have been done, by using as the values i£ , the U.5. sophomore mean on
the kth background characteristic. This would give virtually the same results
as shown here, because the U.S. sophomor; background characteristics are very
cloge to those of the ﬁublic school sophomore. Still a third alternative
would be to ask what would be the expected achievement of the average Catholic
or other private school sophomore subjected to school effects such as those

found in the average public school. This would involve use of the Catholic or

other private school means as values of EL in the equati&ﬁ?ﬁ These results

[
would differ somewhzt from—those <- wn {n table 6.2.1, because the background

chracteristics of private school sophomores, a smill minority of the school
population, differ somewhat from the national average, and because the
estimated effects of background characteristics differ in the three sectnrs.
These and other standardizations can be carried out by use of tables in

appendix A.a.l

lre was recomr=nded by members of the NAS panel which reviewed the
draft report that the report include not only standardization to the average
public school sophomore, but also to the average Catholic and other private
sophomores. We have done that in the next chapter, but not in this chapter,
for here we wish to focus attention on the average U.S. sophomore which, as we
have pointed out in the tex. would show virtually {dentical results to those
of the average public school sophomore. ng
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The increments given in table 6.2.1 for each type of private school
dre positive, showing that students of the same background characteristics
have generally higher achievement in both of these types of private schools
than in the public shools. However, the differences are reduced compared to
the raw differences from table $.1.3 (shown in the lower half of table 6.2.1),
because of the statistical control of family background. Moreover, the
increments are slightly higher for Catholic s¢chools than for other private
schools. !

Comparing the Catholic and other private background-controlled
increments to the raw increments shows that for Catholic schools, between ha®‘
and two thirds of the raw increments are eliminated by the ?tacistically
controlled background differences, and for other private scFools, over two
thirds of the raw increments are eliminated. The grea;néjladgction for
students in the other private schools is due to the fact that their back-
grounds differ more from public school students than do the backgrounds of
Catholic school students.

The background standardized senior public school increment, shown on
the fourth row of table 6.2.1, provides us with two additional pleces of
information regarding achievement in public and private schools. First, the
fact that the eatimates are all slightly lower than what would be estimated
from the raw achievement scores (shown in the lower half of the table)
indicates that the family backgrounds of seniors are slightly higher than
those of sophomores, a difference that is attributable to greatar dropout
rates between grades 10 and 12 for students from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds. Thus the estimated growth from sophomore to senior years, which

appears low in table 6.1.3, is even less than what appears there.

266
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Second, comparing the sophomore increments in Catholic and other
private schools w?th senior increments in public schools indicates thar the
Catholic school increments are about half as large, that is, about one grade
level, while the other private increments are about half as large in
vocabulary and mathematics, but only about a fifth as large in reading. Thus,
except for reading comptehension in the other private gchools, in which- the
in~rement is almost negligible, the estimated increments due to attendance at
Citholic or other private schools are about one grade level.

It is useful to ask about the robustness of these results. Tﬁey
appear crather robust under changes in background variables (thcugh use f
subsets of the background variables shows greatecr effects) and under changes
from subtests to full tests. If we use the full tests in reading, vocabulary,
and mathematics, we obtain the following esfimated increments:

Reading Vocabulary MatChematics

Public school sophomores 8.92 10.67 18.39

Catholic increment .67 .99 1.17
(.085) (.091) (.159)

Other private increment .37 .73 1.50
(.030) (-185) (.321)

The private school increments are larger for the full tests, but expressed as
fractions of the total number of items in the test (19, 21, and 38 rather than
8, 8, aud 18) they are very close tu the same. (Standard errors of the
increments, obtained by the method described in the footnote to table 6.2.1,
are in parentheses.) ~

If a single regression equation with dummy coefficients for each of
the private sectors is used, rather than separate private and public
equations, we find th-t, except in vocabularcy, the estimated increments are

somewhat smaller than those found in table 6.2.1 for the subtests and in the

listing above focr the full tests: 22;:71




-196-

Subtests Full tests
Reading Vocabulary Mathenatics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Coefficients: .
Catholic .26 .41 .46 .54 .92 .88
(.04) (.04) (.09) (.09) (.09) (.16)
Other private .02 ) | .22 .06 A .75
(.07) (.06) (.12) (.11) (.12) (.21)

However, most of the effects remain at a sizable level. In all cases,
except three for other private schools (reading subtest and full test, und the
mathemathics subtest), the sizes of the coefficients are congiderably greater
than twice their standard errors (shown in parenthesin).

Thus, using several different estimates, we f’ d that after
controlling for varying student background characteristics, Catholic school
sophomores perform at the higﬁ;&t level, sophomores in other private schools
. next, and sophomores 1n(;be/41blic schools lowest. And the differences

between the public sophomore performance and each of the two private sectors
is significant under each method.

Another way to examine differential effects of public ;nd private
schools is suggested in table 6.1.3, showing tho raw scores of sophomores and
senicrs in each sector on identical subtests. We can make a sophomore to
senior comparison similar to that in section 6.1, hut controlling on family
background differences. In effect, this is an extension of table 6.2.i and
can be estimated at the senlor level for each of the private sectors, as

follows:

where IJ 1s the added senior increment in sector j, Y , is the background
. standardized senior achievement estimate, BJ the sophomore background

standardized achievement estimate, and G is the standar: zed growth rate

(snphomore to senior increment) in public schools.

2R8




TABLE 6.2.2
ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-TO-SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT GROW'™H IN CATHOLIC
AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS BEYOND THAT IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR
STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND?: SPRING 1980

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

CithOlic ® 000 000000000000 0-07 0.19 0.01
(.072) (.066) - (.136)

Other private ............ 0.27 0.17 0.17
(.095) (.087) (.180)

dcstimates are obtained from separate regrassions for sopho-
mores and seniors in each sector, obtainiug predicted achievement
in each sector and grade standardized to mean public school sophomore
background characteristics for seventeen objective and subjective
characteristics. "Extra growth" is obtained by comparing these standardized
achievemsnts between grades and then across sectors. Standard errors
for the differences betwser Catholic and other private sophomorn-to-
senior growth and public sophowore-to-senior growth are calculated
by taking the square root of the sum of variances of the sophomere-
to-senior diffsrences for the sactors uader comparison. The variances
of the sophomore-to-senior differences are obtained by t... method
described in the footmote to table 6.2.1. Regression coefficiencs
are given ir tables A.5.1 and A.5.2 in Appendix A.

These added sophomore-to-senior increments in both private sectors are
beyond the senior increment (shown in table 6.2.1) in the public sector as
shown in table 6.2.2. The table shows, overall, little or no evidence of
extra growth in the Catholic schonls beyond that in the public schools, but

consistent extra growth in the other private schools. The amount of axtra

growth in the other private schools averages about a quarter of the sophomore-

genior growth in the public schools (0.27+ 0.17 + 0.17 from table 6.2.2

divided by 0.73 + 0.63 + 0.88 from table 6.2.1).
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. Again, it 1s useful to look at alternate methods of estimating these
increments. If the full tests were used rather than the subtests, senior
scores and increments comparable to those in table 6.2.1 would be 2s follows

(standardized to public school sophomores):

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Public school seniors 10.41 12.45 18.48
Catholic increment 0.54 1.29 0.90
(.098) (.132) (.138)
0 Other private increment  1.18 1.32 1.34
(.208) (.280) (.290)

Although comparison of these increments directly to the sophomore increments

e
on the full tests is less meaningful because of the different items in the

total tests for sophomores and seniors, a comparison may still be made. The
. ,comparison shows that inferences would not be changed if the full tests had
been used.
A single regression equation for seniors in all sectors shows

significant differences for bot: the su :teats and full tests:

Subtests Full tests
Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Coefficients:
Catholic .13 .46 .46 .32 1.15 .64
(.05) (.04) (.09) (.09) (.12) (.14)
Other private .23 .34 .51 .78 .99 .96
(.06) (.06) (.13) (.13) (.16) (.19)

The subrest coefficients may be compared to the sum of the relevant rows in
table 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, and the full test coefficents may be compared to
measures show#n in the preceeding tabulation. These coefficients are all lower
than the effects calculated by use of separate equations for the public and
. private sectors, but all are consistently greater than two standard errors (in

parenthesis).
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Thus the analysis suggests that for a student body standardized to the
public school sophomore average background, the expected achievement of sopho-
mores 1s highest 1in Catholic schools, next in other private gchools. As for
gsophomore to senior growth, there is evidence of about 25 percent more growth
in the other private schools than in either the Catholic or public schools.

However, these results concerning "growth" must be regarded with
caation, for there are at least two potential sources of bias. First, if the
background controls either overcompensate feﬁjsr do not wholly eliminate the
selectivity bias, this will lead to higher scores among private sector
sophomores. Similarly, if the selectiviéy affects growth rates as well as
levels, the background controls may either overcompensate or not wholly
eliminate the selectivity bias in higher private school growth rates. Second,
since the dropout rate is considerably greater in the public schoole than in
either of the private sectors, this may lead to a bias in the opposite
direction. Some of the appsrent growth in the public sector may be attcibut-
able to the loss of lower achieving students bétween the sophomore and senior
years.

The existence cf these potential sources of bias, possibly working in
the opposite direction, suggests a more extended examination of growth rates

under a variety of different assumptions. We turn now to that examination.

6.2.1.1 Estimates of Growth Rates

The estimates of growth are plagued both by initial selectivity into
the different school sectors, and by a grade 10 to grade 12 sgelectivity due to
dropouts between gr-de 10 and 12. These two types of selectivity very likely
introduce opposit biases into the public-private achievement comparisons,
biases which may be incompletely eliminated by the background variables we

have introduced as controls. Therz is in addition another pcoblem, that of

1
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the "ceiling effect.” If the sophomores in one school know an average of six
out of eight vocabulary items, while those in another school know only three
out of eight, the sophomore-senior growth in the first school can be a maximum
of two items, while the growth in the second school can be a maximum of five
items. Yet we have compared "growth” in previous sections by examining only
growth in number of items. This could be remedied by standardizing sophomore-
senior diffe;ences, dividing the difference by the number of items not learned
by the sophomore year.

An equivalent but somewhat more informative calculation is the cal-
culation of an explicit learning rate, unaffected by the existence of a
ceiling. The calculation is as follows. If q is a learning rate expressed as
the probability per unit time of learning what remains to be learned, and p is
the pt ibility of knowing an item at a given time, then the equation for
learning is dp/dt = q(1-P). ‘Solving for q, the learning rate, in terms of Po
(the probability of kuowing fhe item as a sophomore) and p; (the probability
of knowing 1t as a senior), gives q = -t—llog (1 - pl)/(l - po) . Estimates
of ?p9 and p; are given a3 the proportion of items correct as sophomores and
seniors -espectively. The time difference is 2 years, t = 2. The learning
rate calculated in this way will be an instantaneous rate expressed as items

learned per year per item not already learned.l

k1
The celling effect problem can be solved in this way. The dropout
problem (or more generally the problem that the - homores and seniors are

samples from different populations) cannot be solved with present data, but

some headway is possible. In particular, it is possible to calculate

1Some critics of the draft report have objected to the introduction of
this learning "model” as introducing assumptions that have unknown effects.
This objection fails to recognize that the learning rate as calculated is
nothing more than a calculation of the gain per unit line divided by the
possible gain at that time, taking into account that the possible gain will
vary continuously over time.

N - 272
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differen' learning rafes ;n each type of school, using different assumptions.
Some of these assumptions, such as those used in the preceding section, almost
certainlx}ovetestimate learning rates by ant taking dropouts into account;
dome very possibly underestimate learning rates by overcorrection for

dropouts. Thus, rates calculated under some assumptions favor schools in

*

which dropout is high, others favor schools in which dropout is low. These

estimates of learning rates under different assumptions can give some bounds,

not only to learning rates, but also to the public~private differences.

The value of doing all of this, of course, is that estimates of growth
provide a different and more effective way of correcting for bias due to

selection into the private sector. In effect,they use the sophomore test

score as a control for the senior test score, thus controlling for any
selective factors which show up in high sophomore scores, and not only fﬁose
whith are related to measured background characteristics.

We will provide three estimates of growth rates inm reading,
vqcabulaty, and mathematics achievement, arrived at in different ways, as

described below.

1. Raw Scores Table 6.1.3 gives the raw test scores for sophomores, and
seniors in the three subtests. These test scores are not corrected ~
for dcopout. Thus learning rates calculated from them will
overestimate learning rates, and will overestimate most for the
public schools, where the dropout rate is highest (a3 will be
indicated below)}.

2.  Background-adjusted scores Tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 provide the growth
rates in each sector for students with the measured background
characteristics of public school sophomores. 1In the public sector,
as well as the private sector, this means there is a correction for
dropouts through the background standardization which adjusts
seniors' scores to those of the average public school sophomore.
However, insofar as the lower scores of dropouts are not wholly
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TABLE 6.2.3

TOTAL ROSTERS OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN SAMPLED SCHOOLS FOR
ESTIMATING DROPOUTS BETWEEN SOPHOMORE AND 3ENIOR V..

SPRING 1980

. Other
Item Public Catholic Pes v: i

Number of sophomores in

gsampled schools ........ 369,942 16,030 2,009

) |

Nuiber of seniors in »

sampled schools ........ 254,084 14,181 1,746

Diffarence ......... 87,858 1,349 263

rroportion of sophomora .

clasa ..iiiiiieiieie s .24 .12 L13
Proportion of sendior

clads .. it 31 .13 | .1S

|

accounted for by these background factors, there remains an

uncorrected overestimate of learning rates.

This will again be

greatest in the public schools, where the dropout rate is greatest.
Here, then, any uncorrected selection bias operates against the

private gectors.

3. Dropout-adjusted seninr scores

By first estimating the proportion of

drupouts in each sector, and then by making assumptions of their
place in the test score distribution, it is possible to recalculate
senior scores in effect by adding back into the senior test score

distributior the assumed scores of dropouts.
outs is obt' ined as follows.

Our estimate of drop~-

In each school, we know the total 3ize

¢f the senior roster and the total gize of the sophomore roster. The
diff.rence between them ig due to several factors, including the
sizes of the total cohort these two years, as well ag the dropout

rate between sophomore a.d senior years.

Since factors except the

last are relatively minor, we may vegard this difference as an esti-
mate of the numbter of dropouts whe are no lcnger present in the

senior class.

Table 6.2.3 shows the total number of sophomores and seniors in the

sampled schools by sector, as well as the fraction this repregsents of the

sophomore clacs and the fraction it tepresents of the senior class.

The table

shows that, according to this estimate. a“out 24 percent of the sophomore
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-

class in public schools is gone by the senior year, or a 24 percent dropout
cate. The comparable rates in Catholic and other private schools are 12 and
13 perc.ent, respectively.x

The 24 percent dropout rate in public schools represents 31 percent of the
senior class. This means that only about 76 percent of the students (100/131) who _
should be compared with sophorasres to get a measure of achievement growth have
been included 1. the public school data——and that the missing 31 percent of
seniors came primarily from the lower part of the distribution. Similar
dtatements, though for smaller fractions of the class (13 to 15 percent), can
be made about Catholic :d other ptiv;te schools. To adjust the senior test
score distribution in each sector, we have assumed that the dropouts came from
the lower 50 percent of the test .._ore dlstribution oa each test and were
distributed in that lower half in theisame way that remaining seniors in the
lower half of the distribution are distributed. 1In effect this means that
within the lower half of the senior test score distribution, and within the
upper half, the distributions do not change; hut the lower half, augmented by
the dropouts, beccmes a larger ghare of the total.

This assumption leeds to modified senior test 3cores, giving the
senior scores and estimated senior-sophomore gains shown in table 6.2.4. The
estimated gain is reduced most in the public schools, because the estimated
dropout rate 1is over twice as high s in either private sector.

Since the estimated proportiun of dropouts is somewhat higher than
astimates from other sources (Grant and Eiden: 1980), they should te
ccnsidered overestimates of the actual daropout rate. .. e assumption about
where the dropouts came from in the test score distributiun may be proble-~
matic. Dropouts ma; be less fully drawn from the lower part of t..- test score

distcibution than assumed. If there are ecrocs in numbers of dropouts and
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WaBLE 6.2.4

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-SENIOR GAINS IN TEST SCORES WITH
CORRECTIONS FOR DROPOUTS MISSING FROM

SENIOR DISTRIBUTION: SPRING 1680

e 4
Public Catholic Qther Privata

It ™ Tsc.

= 10 12 Bt | 0 gz Bst.| 5, st

Gain Gain Gaig

Estimated gains® '

Reading 3.57 4.05 0.47 4.33 45.81 0.471 4.30 S.11 Q.81
Vocabulary .68 4.C9 0.41 4.58 .19 0.61] 4.73 5.35 0.62
Mathematics 9.39 9.77 0.38 {11.04 11.73 0.68{1.28 12.26 0.98

ANumbers are rounded to twc decimals independently so that some rounded

"estimated gains" differ from the diffarence between rounded sophomor~ and
senior scores. ;

their locations in the achievement distribution, they probably lead to under-
estimates of learning rates, and greatest underestimates where dropout 1is
greatest, that is, the public schuolis.

Thus, 1f learning rates are calculated from each of these three cecrs
of test scores--raw, background-corrected, ..nd dropout-corrected-—we have
learning rates which we can be fairly certain are overestimates in the first
two cases and underestimaées in the thiid. The first two eetimates favor
public schools while the third favors the private schools.

Table 6.2.5 shows the estimated learning rates, calculated for (!)
table 6.1.3 (2) rahles 6.2.! and 6.2.2; and (3) tuble 6.2.4. These rates
pro “de a range ‘or each test and each sector, within which the correct rate
very likely ralls. The rates are lowest for the mathematics items, and
roughly comparable for the reading comprzhension questions and the vocabulary
both rows (1)

wcrds. For vocabulary and mathematics, there is no ambiguity:

and (2), which are probably favorable for public schools, and row (3), which

1s probably favorable for private secror schools, show higher learning




TABLE 6.2.5

ESTIMATED LEARNING RATES: USING RAW SCORES,
BACKGROUND-ADJUSTED AND DROPOUT-ADJUSTED

ESTIMATES?:
SPRING 1980
_ =y ]
Publie | Catholic | Other Private
Reading
l. Raw Scores ............... Al .10 .16
2. Background-adjusred ...... N .09 .13
3. Dropout adjusted ......... U6 .07 .2
Vocabulary
l. Raw Scores ...... ..... ‘e .10 .4 .14
1. Background-adjusted ...... .08 .12 .1l
3. Dropout-adjusted ......... .05 .10 .10
Mathematics
l. Raw Scores ............... .08 .08 .1
2. ackground-adjusted ..... . .05 .06 .07
3. Dropout-adjusted ......... .02 .05 .08
//

aBackground standardizad to average public school sophomore.

rates in both Catholic and other private sectors. In reading, howaver, there
are inconsistencies: rows (1) and (2) show a Joser rate in the Catholic
sec* than the public sector, while row (3) shows a higher rate in the

C: nolice sectot.1

‘;t should be pointed cut that the apparent low sophomore-senior
learning rate for reading in the Catholic schovls is inconsistent with the raw
ani background-standardized sophomore ra‘’es, which are higher than in either
of the other gsectors. If a comstant learning rate is assumed, and the public
school learning rate from row 2 i3 used to calculate the tise when reading
:omprehension was zero, the time would be 6.6 years before the grade 10
test. If the same 6.6 years is used in conjunction with the background-
standacrdized sophomore score of 3.92 in Catholic schools (from table 6.2.1),
this gives s learning rate of .10 during that period, greater than the .09

vrate in the public sgector. 0) s=e sy -
|
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Thus the overall evidence from calculation of ranges of learning rates
confirms the inference of somewhat greater achievement in the private sector
for vocabulary and mathem<tics; the evidence 13 divided concerning the public-

Catholic comparison in teading.1

6.2.1.2 Different effects for students from a fferent backgrounds

In addition to the level of achievement students obtain in the various
sectors, it is {important to know something about t*e equality of outcomes for
students from different backgrounds. We may ask, then, just how similar the
sectors are in the differences in achievemen: that exist between students with

varying family backgrounds.

1A problem not discussed in the text is the fact that some students in
all sectors did not take the tests, and the proportion differs from sector to
sector though it 1is asimilar from test to te=t within sectors. For the
mathematics tests, it is 9.2 percent for sophomores and 13.0 percent for
seniors in the public sectcr, 4.2 percent for sophomores and 8.8 percent for
geniors in the Catholic sector, and 18.2 percent for sophomores and 19.0
percent for seniors in the other private sector. To take Into account these
differences, tests acores were imputed for those with missing test scores,
using a variety of predic.or variables. For example, for the mathematics test
for seniors, the following variables were included: grades in school; number
of semesters of mathematics courses in gr-des 10 to 12; having taken algebra
2, calculus, remedial mathematics, advanced mathematics; reading the front
page of the newspaper; interest in school; satisfacticn with self: absences;
tardiness; sex; father's education; mothe"s education; family income; race;
and ethnicity. Separate regression equations were estimated for seniors and
sophomores, and for public and priv.te (the two private sgectors together). R
were .37 and .50 for sophomores and seniors in public schools and .39 and .47
for sophomores and seniors in private schools. Recalculating the mean
achievement in mathematics after valuee were imputed changes the means very
little (sophomores: 9.2, 11.1, 11.2 in public, Catholic, and other private,
and seniors; 10.4, 12.2, 12.7 in public, Catholic, and other private).
Comparing these scores with those in table 6.1.3 ghows little difference, with
a 0.2 decrease in both sophomores and seniors in public schools, 0.1 inccease
in both sophomores and seniors in Catholic scliools, and 0.1 decrease in
sophomores in other private schools, and no change in seniors. Consequently,
imput d values were not included in making the calculations 11 the test.
However, to fully test any effect of the missing values, learning-rate
calculations were made for mathematics with imputed scores included. These
were .02, .07, and .09 for public, Catholic, and other private schools respec-
tively. These show slightly higher values for Catholic and other private
schools, but do not change the qualitative infecences made in the text.

278
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For instance, what 18 the expected achievement for students whose
parents' education is considerably above the national average as compared with
those whose parents are considerably below the national average? Such a
comparison will show how weil each of these school sectors functions for
students fium different family backgrounds.

For this analysis, Catholic and other private schools were examined
separately, because of evidence that students from differing family
backgrounds fare differently in these two sectors. Consequently, to obtain
stable estimates the numberlof controlled background characteristics were
reduced. We believe that this does not affect the inferences drawn in this
section.

Three background characteristics are chosen for the ~omparisons:
parental educatlon, izce, and ethnicity. To compare the expected achievement
bysparental education, we estimdte first the case where both parents are high
school graduates, and, second, the case where both parents are college
graduates--keeping the other background characteristics (income, race and
ethnicity) at the average for public school sophomores. Similarly. the
expected achievement by race -nd ethnicity is estimat~d, keeping the other
tackground variable, at the national average.1

Table 6.2.6 shows the results of calculating these expected

achievement differences by grade and. seztion. The most striking finding is

1These comparisoas are carried out using the same type of analysis as
in tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 , but with fewer background variables, as described
In t e text. Regression coefficients are given in appendix A.4. For the
black-white and Hispanir/non-Hispanic comparisons, the regression coefficients
themselves are used, since black and Hispanic were dummy variables in the
equation. For parental education, the difference is calculated as the sum of
regression coefficients for parental education, multiplied by 5 (=7-2). The
black-white and Hispanic/non-Hispanic differences are not shown for other
private schools because the numbers of blacks and Hispanics in the sample of
thege schools 1s small enough to make estimates unstable.



TABLE 6.2.6

ESTIMATED ACH.EVEMENT AT GRADES 10 AND 12 FOR STUDENTS WITH PARENTS OF DIFFERENT
EDUCATiONAL LEVELS, DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY, OTHERWISE

STANDARDIZED TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORE BACKGCROUND: SPRING 1980
(Stendard 2rror in parenthesis 2)
Public Secto: Cstholic Sector Other Private Sector
c::f:;i::" Resding | Vocebulary | Mathematicse Reading |Vocsbulery| Mathematics Resding | Vocabulary |Msthematics
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
1. Parental education
s. High school
gradustion 3.1 3.9 3.: 3.8 8.3 9.3 3.8 4.7 4.0 4.9 10.1 10.9 3.3 4.0 .4 4.2 8.6 9.4
b. College
gradustion 4.2 4.9 4.3 5.0 10.6 11.7 4.6 5.1 4.8 5.6 11.2 12.4 4.6 5.4 4.8 5.€ 11.3 12.7
2. Race snd ethnicity
s. White/Anglo 3.8 4.7 3.9 4.6 .9 11.0 }4.3 5.0 4.8 11.0 12.0 * * * * * *
b. HRispanic 3.0 3.5 3.2 3.7 8.1 8.8 |3.8 4.0 4.8 9.5 10.7 * * * = * *
c. Black 2.7 3.3 2.8 3.4 7.2 8.1 3.7 4.4 3. 4.5 9.1 10.3 * * * - * *
3. Dpifferences:
8. College va
High achool 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.2 2.1 2.4 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.9 1.5 1.7 3.3
psrentsl (.03) (.03) (.03) (.06) (.06) (.06)1(.09) (.10) (.08) (.08) C.16) (.19))(.22) (.23) (.20) C.21)  (.44) (.43)
education
b. Anglo vs. 0.8 1.2 0.7 0.9 1.8 2.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.6 1.2 * * * * * *
Hispenic (.05) (L06) (.06) (.05) (.o7) C.11)|(.14) (.16) (.14) (.13) (.26) (.30)
c. White v 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.7 2.9 0.6 0.5 1.0 0.8 2.0 1.7 * * * * * *
Black (.04) €.04) 10.5) (.04) (.09) (.0B)|(.16) (.17) (.15) (.15) (.29) (.33)

*
Semple size toc emall to =ctimate reliability,

a

Standard errors of the differences are computed by the method described in the footnote to ¢t
following modtfications:
case may be, in place of the public supheasure means on those varlables.
‘he covartance of alopes matrix §s {dentical for hoth ot the X vectors that eater A plven comparisen.

est imated poer test,

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

able 6.2.1, with the

The vector of means, X, now has the determined values for parental oducation, race or ethnis fty, as the

2850

Since, for esch sector-grade level, only one equation {s
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the greater homogeneity of achievement of students with different parertal
education levels in Catholic schools than in public schools. Also, there 1s a
greater difference in achievement among students with different parental
education levels in the other private schools than in the public schools.
That is, the performance of children from parents with differing educational
levels ¥s more similar in Catholic schools than in p#blic schools (as well as
befng, in general, higher), while the performance of children of parents with
differing educational backgrounds is less similar in other private schools
than in public schools (as well as being, in general, higher).1

Thus we have the paradoxical result that the Catholic schools come
closer to the American ideal of the "common school,"” educating all aliks, than
do the public schools. Furthermore, as the lower panels of table 6.2.6 s“ow,
a similar result holds for race and ethnicity. The achievement of blacks is
closer to that of whifes, and the achievement of Hispanics is closer to that
of non-Hispanics in Catholic schools than in public schools.

There remain two possible interpretations for this result, which will

not be pursued here, but which warrant analysis. One is that within the same

school there is greater diversity in performance between children of different
family backgrounds in public and other private schools than in Catholie
schools. The other is that the greater diversity of performence in public and

other private schools arises from a greater diversity of schools. More

specifically, in some schools, composed primariiy of students from higher
sc:ioeconomic backgrounds, performance ‘s high, higher than would be predicted

on the basis of comparable students' performance in more t >terogenecus

lThis same pattern of results 1s found within academic and general
programs in the public and Catholic sector. (See Coleman, Hoffer, Kilgore,
1981)

281
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schools. On the other hand, in schools composed primariiy of students from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, performance is lower gﬁan would be predicted
on the basis of comparable students' performance in heterogeneous schools.
Data presented earlier in gsection 6.1 on the fraction of achievement -rariable
lying between schools shows that the Catholic schools have the lowest
variance, and the other private schools tha highest.

There 18 another important aspect of table 6.2.6. This 1is the
comparison of achievement differences among students from different
backgrounds at the sophomore and senior levels in different sectors. In
general, these differences are smaller at the senior level than at the
sophomore level in the Catholic schools, while they are greater at the senior
level in the public and other private schools. Among nine sophomore-senior
comparisons, six senior differences are smaller, twc are equal, and one is
greater in the Catholic schools; one 1s smallar, one is equal, and seven are
greater in the public achools; and one is equal and two are greater in the
other private schools.!

Thusj*=not only is the achievement more alike among students from
different backgrounds in the Catholic schoole than in the ot%er sectors, it
seems to become Increasingly alike from the sophomore to the senior year. In
the public and othgr private schools, the achievement of students from

different backgrounds seems, in contrast, to diverge.

6.2.1.3 Alternative strategies for distinguishing between selection and
effect

]The qualitative inferences made in this section in comparing Catholic
and public schools would be unchanged ##—%11 17 background characteristics
were controlled (analysis not reported here). It 1s because of the small
sample size in the other private sector that the characteristics used here are
reduced in number.

2R2
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Because there 1s clearly self-selection into the private sector, the
task of distinguigshing between achievement differences due to selection and
achievement differences due to different effects of schools in the three
sectors is particularly importaut.

There 1s no wholly satisfactory way of distinguishing selection from
effect in the absence of randomized assignment. For that reason, we have
chosen to address the question of effect by several strategies. In section
6.2.1, we estimated achievement in public and private schools with statistical
controls for all measured background fuctors which might also affect
achievement and be related to the student s educational sector. The mechod,
however, 1is subject to at least three kinds of difficulties. Two of these
woulcd ordinarily lead to attributirg to effect of the sector some achievement
differences actually due to selection. The other kind of difficulty would
ordinarily lead to attributing to selection some achievement differencee
actually due to to differential sector effects. Two of the three may be

y
1llust;ated by the pach diagram in figure 6.2.1(a), and the third, by the path
diagram in figure 6.2.1(t).

In figure 6.2.1(a) if there are effe.ts as shown by lines 1, 2, and 3,
then the method properly est!mates the sector effects. If, however, there are
other background factors, not included in the equation, labelled (A) in the
diagram, end if there are non-zero effects represented by broken lines 4 and
5, then some achievement differences due to sel.:tion into the private sector
are mistaken for sector effects. However, the closer to 1.0 the correlation
(represented by line 6) between measured and unmeasured background factors,
tte gmaller the error, reducing to zero if the correlation is ..0.

Still in figure 6.2.1(a), there may be intermediate factors

represented by (B), *hat are affected bv school sector, and in turn affect
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achie  1t. These intermediate factors include such things as parental
interactions and expectations which are responsive to school performance and
school demands. If these intermediate factors are included in the equation,
then some achievement differences due to sector effect-—and operating through
these factors (B)--are mistakenly attributed to selection.

The third kind of difficulty is shown by figure 6.2.1(b). If the same
equation 1s used as in figure (a), but instead of lines 1, 2, and 3 being true
effects, there are unmeasured variables of which the measured background
factors are only imperfect indicators, then some differences due to selection
will be mistakealy attributed to sector effect.

In the presence of thege problems, our strategy has consisted of the

foliowing:

i)  Including as many background factors as possible, so that in
figure (a), the possibility of variables like those labelled
(A)--that 1s, with effects 4 and 5 but with a 'mall relation to
measured background—— is reduced. Also, if figure (b) 1is the
correct specification, the inclusion df many factors, 1f they
are together perfect indicators of the ummeasured variable, will
eliminate any difference betweer. the true sector effect and the
measured sector effect. -
Including in the equation some intermediate factors (represented
by (B) in figure 6.2.1(a)), so that any tendency toward
overestimates of sector effects due to ummeasured factors (4),
or toward the paths shown in figure 6.2.1(b), is counterbalanced
by a tendency toward underestimates due to inclusion of factors

(B).

Measuring an additional consequence of the sector effect, in
particular, the effect on sophomore to senior achievement
growth. The general argument is that if a sector effect exists,
it should be manifested not oaly through higher achievement at
sophomore and eenior levels, but through greater sophomore-to-
senior growth. This was tested under three different sets of
assumptions to provide a range of estimates of growth expected
to bracket the true effect. This was done in gection 6.2.1.1.

Measuring still another consequence of sector effect. if a
sector effect exists, and if it operates through certain school
practices and policies, then one should find that same effect
within the public sector itself, by examining schools that
differ in the practices. This 1s carri~’ »ut in the next
chapters.




There are, however, other alternative strategies. One, which has come
into use by some social scientists, 1is explicit modelling of the structure

shown in figure (b). Some (see Campbell, 1981) have argued that such an

approachggusing for example the LISﬁEL program, should be used. We have not

done 80; our experience with LISREL is that its estimates are greatly
dependent on model specification.

Another stra.cgy which has been advocated is the use of econometric
. models designed to eliminate selection bias (Goldberger, 1981). These models
have been designed for use in estimating - for e;ample -~ the effect of a
manpower training program on subsequent wages when there is self-selection
into the manpower training program. Ordinarily, the neces;ity for such
modelling arises because the depe;dent variable (e;g., wagas) 1s observed only
for the "selected” portion of the population ZSee ﬁeckman, 1979), thus making

S
estirates of sector effect not robust to differences in models.

The problem this approach addresses is this: Suppose the correct
structure of effects is that shown by paths 1, 2, and 3 in figure (a).
However, 1f one carries out a regression analysis involving only those
students selected into a given sector, there 1is a potential bias in estimates
of the effects ¢ “ackground variables on achievement, due to the self-
3eiection into that sector. Since we used, in most of our analysis, separate
equations for public and private sectors, and used estimates of the effects of
background characteristics in arriving at sector effects, this sample
specification bias could influence the estimates of sector effects. This

seems unlikely, because, upiike the situation for which this approach was

designed, here the dependent variable, achievement, is observed for thg total
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b
population of 10th and 12th grade students, and our analysie {nvolved use of

data on the full samplé—-albeit in fwo equations.1

In addition, supplementary analysis (see pp. 20 and 22) was done using
all sectors in a single equation, thus involving no selection in the sample on

which the regression analysis was done.

"

Nevertheless, it is possible to take selectior into account in our

2

equations for the separate sectors. Two equations must be ident#¥ied for

such an analysis: one, a probit eqdatioh, which predicts entry into the
. A
private (or public) sector; the other, a regression equation which predicts

the achievement outcome, controlling on the probability of having the observed
background characteristic governing'éelection, giver. that one was in the
private (or public) sector.

We used this technique in order to have still an. :her épproach to
distinguishing differen;es lh achievement due to selection into a snctor g;om
thosé%gue to sector qffécts. Two model specifications were used. In both,

L :
the (full) sophomore mathematics test was used as the outcome variable. The
first model assumes that all the variatles which affect achievement directly

also affect entry into the ptivate or public secior. Thus, the selectivity

bias control in the achievem rexression equafion captures the nonlinear

¥

1a more appropriate use of the model would be to ~gtimate the effects
of various factors on achievemant among seniurs in 1982 or when observations
as sophomores were made in 1980, tut who are not all present in 1982. If no
testing of dropouts Were to be done in 1982, the wmethod could be used to
correct for dropouts when estimating effects of background and school factors
on achievement.

2This is done by including, in an ordinary least squares regression,
or a generalized least squares regression, a term representing the probability
of the private sector. (The inverse of this quantity is technically known as
Mill's ratio.) See Heckman (1979), who has developed thisftechnique,